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to help them overcome their handicaps; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.
By Mr. BAILEY:

H.Con. Res. 418. Concurrent resolution
providing for certain priorities for the tem-
porary employment of civilian personnel to
conduct the decennial census; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. CHIFERFIELD:

H. Con. Res. 419. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing & basic fuels policy for the United
States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H. Con. Res. 420. Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CORBETT:

H. Con. Res. 421. Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CURTIN:

H. Con. Res. 422, Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H. Con. Res. 423. Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. Res. 359. Resolution providing for the
consideration of bill HR. 8601; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. HARRIS:

H. Res. 360. Resolution amending House
Resolution 56, 86th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. McDOWELL:

H. Res. 361. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to the reduction of Federal expen-
ditures and requesting the President to pro-
vide the Congress advice, suggestions, plans,
and proposals, including legislative recom-
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mendations by January 1860, which are
better, sounder, and more specific than
heretofore to provide for the reduction of all
business and agricultural subsidies and a
corresponding reduction of all Federal in-
come taxes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. VANIK:

H. Res. 362. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 8601; to the Committee
on Rules.

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

Mr. GIAIMO presented a memorial of the
General Assembly of the State of Connecticut
memorializing Congress concerning home
rule for the District of Columbia, which was
referred to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. AYRES:

H.R. 8877. A bill for the relief of Pierangelo

Torre; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BALDWIN:

H.R. B8T8. A bill for the relief of Manuel

Nido; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

H.R.8870. A bill for the rellef of Elton
Alan Charles Peine; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R. 8880. A bill for the relief of Yue Ah

Gee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. GIAIMO: r

H.R.8881. A bill for the relief of Joseph

Ferrerl; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland:

H.R,.8882. A bill for the relief of John
Calvin Taylor; to the Committee on the
Judielary.

By Mr. LEVERING:

H.R.8883. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Ekatrini L. Vasilakopoulos; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.8884. A bill for the relief of Hajime

Misaka; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. OLIVER:

H.R. B8885. A bill for the relief of Willlam
L. Berryman; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. OSMERS:

H.R. 8886, A bill for the relief of Michael-
angelo Mariano; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, TELLER:

H.R.88817. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gene-
roso Bigornia and Mrs. Patricia S. Bigornia;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALTER:

HR.8888. A bill for the relief of David
John Maria, Angela Maria, and John Elias
Maria; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

263. The SPEAEER presented a petition of
James F, McManus, Levittown, N.Y., relative
to a redress of grievance relating to his en-
gagement in the sale of air transportation,
which was referred to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

The Coming Visit of Premier Khrushchev

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ELIZABETH KEE

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mrs. KEE. Mr. Speaker, there can be
little doubt that the world can look for-
ward to a series of sensational develop-
ments in the coming months. A few
weeks ago who would have thought that
Premier Ehrushchev of Russia would be
invited to visit the United States as an
official guest of the President? Or that
Mr. Eisenhower would pay a return visit
to Russia?

A large number of people in the United
States are alarmed over this turn of
events. They feel that by inviting Mr.
Khrushchev to this country we will
greatly dampen the hopes of people be-
hind the Iron Curtain for eventual
liberation.

Conduct of foreign policy is in the
hands of the President. He made the
decision to exchange visits with Mr.
Khrushchev. He sincerely believes that
by meeting Mr. Khrushchev face to face
he can alleviate to some extent the ten-
sions which threaten world peace.

Mr. Eisenhower is undoubtedly the
most respected world figure now in pub-
lic life. He is placing his tremendous
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prestige on the line in the hopes that he
can bring about a settlement of some of
the world’s more serious problems.

I am sure the President recognizes the
risks involved. We could be lulled into
a state of false security and let up in
our determination to counter the Rus-
sian’s cold war plans. The visits could
bring about a split among the Western
allies. Mr. Eisenhower’s present visit to
Europe is an effort to prevent this from
happening.

Now that the decision to launch a de-
termined peace offensive has been made,
Congress must support the President
wholeheartedly. A division at home at
this time could be fatal.

I believe the people also have the re-
sponsibility to see that Khrushchev is
received politely and correctly. Nothing
would be gained by insulting him. All of
the things he stands for are abhorrent to
the American people but let us remem-
ber he is a guest of the President and as
such he is entitled to a polite reception.

I have stated that on the whole I be-
lieve some good can come out of the
exchange of visits. Khrushchev’s igno-
rance about America is appalling. He
apparently honestly believes that large
corporations in this country want war
to increase their profits. He also seems
to think that workers in this country
are enslaved by the “bosses.”

If these and other misconceptions can
be erased by the visit, it will be worth
whatever risks are involved,

KS

Mr. Eisenhower is no babe in the woods
at this sort of international diplomacy.
Some people in this country have ex-
pressed fear that he will be “taken in”
by Khrushechev, but there have been re-
ports out of Communist China that the
Chinese are fearful Khrushchev will be
“taken in” by the President. So per-
haps this could cut both ways.

It is important that the world be re-
minded of the total dedication of the
people of this country to peace. Mr.
Eisenhower's present trip to Europe and
the exchange of visits later are dramatic
proof of our desire to build a world in
which people can live at peace.

If Mr. Eisenhower can make a break-
through on this front, if he can reassure
Ehrushchev that our foreign policy is
based solely on a quest for peace, then
perhaps some of the suspicions which
cloud international relations can be re-
moved.

Let us not kid ourselves that Khru-
shehev will leave this country a different
person, He will still be the ruthless dic-
tator of an aggressive, powerful nation.
But perhaps he will understand a little
better our hopes for peace and our de-
termination to secure a just and lasting
peace even at the risk of using the tre-
mendous power at our command if
necessary.

Perhaps he will be more convinced
than ever that he cannot win by bluff
and that further aggression will be cost-
ly to his country.
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As patriotic citizens, all of us, I know,
hope that Mr, Eisenhower’s venture into
personal diplomacy will be a resounding
success.

The President Must Submit Better,
Sounder, and More Specific Proposals
to the Congress Than Heretofore if
Federal Debt Is To Be Reduced and
Stability Restored to the Dollar

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. HARRIS B. McDOWELL, JR.

OF DELAWARE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, the
President must submit better, sounder,
and more specific proposals to the Con-
gress than heretofore if the Federal debt
is to be reduced and stability restored
to the dollar.

In a single day, recently, the President
told a political rally in Washington, D.C.,
that—

It is the Republican Party that fights for
responsible, sensible fiscal policy.

And sent Congress a message asking:

First. A sky-is-the-limit policy on
Federal interest rates. This was turned
down by the Congress.

Second. Another increase in the limit
on the public debt. This was granted
by the Congress.

The President has been talking econ-
omy, without calling attention to the
performance record of his administra-
tion. Actually, the Federal debt has in-
creased by $19 billion in the past 6 years,
and the cost of interest on this debt has
risen from $5.8 billion to $8 billion dur-
ing the same period.

Obviously, the President must provide
better, sounder, and more specific rec-
ommendations to the Congress than
heretofore, or the Federal debt will con-
tinue to rise, and inflation will destroy
the earning power of our people.

I have, therefore, prepared a resolu-
tion which I am offering today calling
upon the President to provide the Con-
gress advice, suggestions, plans, and pro-
posals, including legislative recom-
mendations by January 1960, which are
better, sounder, and more specific than
heretofore to provide for the reduction
of all business and agricultural subsidies
and a corresponding reduction of all
Federal income taxes.

I include here the text of my resolu-
tion, as well as an article from the Dem-
ocratic Digest, of September 1959, which
discusses some aspects of the current
economy drive which have been gen-
erally overlooked by that part of the
press which is oriented toward the
Eisenhower administration:

House REsoLUTION 361
Resolution expressing the sense of the House
of Representatives with respect to the re-
duction of Federal expenditures and re-
questing the President to provide the Con-
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gress advice, suggestions, plans, and pro-
posals, including legislative recommenda-
tions, by January 1960, which are better,
sounder, and more specific than heretofore
to provide for the reduction of all business
and agricultural subsidies and a corre-
sponding reduction of all Federal income
taxes
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That it is the sense
of the House that in view of the increase
in the Federal debt by nineteen billion dol-
lars in the past six years, and the increase in
the cost of interest on the Federal debt from
five billion eight hundred million dollars to
eight billion dollars during the same period
there is a pressing need for substantial re-
ductions In Federal expenditures in order to
reduce the staggering burden of our ever-
increasing Federal debt with its constantly
rising interest and refinancing charges and
resulting dangerous inflation. The House
finds that business and agricultural sub-
sldies to big businessmen and to big farm-
ers, including but not limited to direct grants,
disguised grants in the form of nonrepayable
loans, postal subsidies, shipping and airline
subsidies of various kinds, accelerated tax
amortization programs, and indirect grants
through long-term, low-interest-rate loans,
and other methods and programs, although
desirable as a means of assisting these special
groups to retain their relative positions in the
economy, should be reexamined in the light
of the overall need for rigid control and a
sizeable reduction of Federal expenditures.
SEec. 2. In view of the foregoing, the Pres-
ident is requested to prepare and transmit
to the Congress by January 1960 advice,
suggestions, plans, and proposals, includ-
ing legislative recommendations which are
better, sounder, and more specific than here-
tofore, to provide (1) for the reduction by
not less than twenty-five per centum of all
business and agricultural subsidies, together
with such other specific proposals, including
specific legisaltive recommendations, as he
may deem advisable in order not only to pre-
vent further increases in Federal expendi-
tures but to actually reduce them, and (2)
for the reduction of Federal income taxes in
aggregate amounts equal to the total of the
reductions in subsidies effected for the tax-
able years involved pursuant to such legisla-
tive recommendations.

[From the Democratic Digest, September
1959]

THE STATUS QU0 SEEKERS: THEIR SCAREWORDS,
“INFLATION"; THEIR TARGET, “PROGRESS"

Ever since the great crusade (the great
crusade, that is, for the bankers and the big
industrialists) came sweeping into Wash-
ington under the banner emblazoned with
that magic word—Eisenhower—the crusaders
have been desperately searching for a way
to obstruet the program which the Democrats
bhad designed to improve the welfare and
security of the people.

Early in the crusade, of course, the cru-
saders found that they could not fight the
program head on; any direct efforts to deny
people the much-needed schools, housing,
highways, medical programs, etec., were
answered by the people at the polls. Any
lingering doubts which the Republicans
might have had about this were dispelled
by the elections of 1958.

However, never ones to be daunted by the
expressed wishes of the people, Republican
hucksters continued their search for a way
to merchandise an obviously unattractive
program. And early this year they finally
hit on what is certainly the most effective
packaging yet for their negative ideas. They
decided that one way to fight the people’s
welfare programs would be to come up with
something positive which the people could be
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for (a balanced budget). But it might be
even better, they decided, to come up with
something scary which all the people could
be against (inflation).

BSo they did both,

The first faint stirrings of a skillifully pro-
moted and now mushrooming scare over in-
flation were heard last January and February
when the President began holding press con-
ferences at an unprecedented pace. (After
his seventh consecutive conference, the Wall
Street Journal, trying to contain its en-
thusiasm, remarked: “Not in nearly 5 years
has Mr. Eisenhower held so many successive
meetings with reporters.”) The reason for
Ike's sudden romance with the press soon
became clear: He let it be known that de-
spite the missile gap and the Berlin crisis,
the one thing he wanted to talk about at
his press conferences was inflation. Soconer
or later would come one of his little sermons
about the dangers of spending.

The next day, most of the Nation's edi-
torial pages (and the following week such
publications as Time and U.S. News) would
translate his ambiguous sermons into a
grammatically (if not economically) sound,
continuing campaign against the Nation's
newest scareword. As Don Campbell, busi=-
ness columnist for the Indianapolis Star,
wrote: “Add to the Red peril and the yellow
menace the name of inflation as one of the
key bogeymen of the 1950's."

However, the Republican merchandisers
were aware that press conference sermons
were not enough. The Wall Street Journal
and other papers reported that the President
had also launched an all-out letterwriting
campaign designed to drum up support for
the fight-inflation drive. Secretary Seaton
joined in (he was reported to have written
about 100 letters) as well as Secretary Fara
Benson and Secretary Arthur Flemming.

The general theme of the letters was that
everything must be done to support the Pres-
ident’s budget because not to support it
would lead to inflation. Most of the letters
went to publishers asking for editorial sup-
port. As Ike put it: “Help in any way you
think proper.”

NEEDED NO URGING

Not that the publishers of most news-
papers needed any urging. They had been
printing editorials about economizing for
years. But they were, no doubt, gratified
at this new idea of fighting the welfare pro-
grams with the bogeyman inflation. And, no
doubt, they were equally gratified that Eisen-
hower himself was finally going all out in an
effort to block the Democratic programs—
what the Republican press had helped put
him in the White House to do anyway.

At the same time, the Republican national
committee jolned in the fight—although,
considering the administration’s failure to
balance the budget or curb inflation, it is
not clear just who or what the GOP was
fighting. Nevertheless, the national com-
mittee, certain it had found an effective way
to block Democratic programs, picked up the
cry of “inflation” and begin coming out
with a few gimmicks of its own. An ex-
ample: The committee made avallable to
GOP Congressmen tapes for a canned radio
interview with Budget Director Maurice
Stans. The Congressman contributes his
voice to the tape by asking Mr. Stans ques-
tions. For instance, the Congressman asks:
“One final question, Mr. Stans. What can
the average citizen do to help maintain a
sound dollar and to fight inflation?"”

Mr. Stans, in a reply already taped, says
there are many things, such as recognizing
“the fact that the more the programs that
are urged upon the Congress, the more diffi-
cult it is to hold the line, and it is im-
portant that people not on the one hand ask
for or insist on a balanced budget and on
the other hand petition their Congressman
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for new programs of spending of one kind and
another.”

In other words, the Republican Congress-
man, with Mr, Stans’ help, is saying in effect:
“Now folks, no matter how much you think
we may need those new schools, or new high-
ways, or to keep up with the Russians in
guided missiles, remember if we have those
things it will cause inflation and we all
know how bad that would be—otherwise,
why would Mr. Stans, speaking for the Presi-
dent, be so worried?”

When efforts to promote something reach
the point where Congressmen are coming out
urging the people not to write in requesting
much-needed schools, low-cost housing, im-
proved highways, and a crash missile pro-
gram, it is high time to ask: Who is really
behind this campaign? And the answer is
not hard to find, as every day a new barrage
of full-page, anti-inflation newspaper ads is
fired at the American publie,

The real hidden persuaders hiding behind
Ike and his constant cry of inflation are
the big corporations, the big bankers, and the
big insurance companies. They have been
spending thousands of dollars (which could
well be golng into taxes to help offset the
Eisenhower budget deficit) on an all-out
advertising campaign to establish a fear-of-
inflation climate. For instance, Republic
Steel, the Young & Rubicam Advertising
Agency, the Institute of Life Insurance, and
the American Iron and Steel Institute have
all joined in the effort to wreck the public
welfare programs by trying to frighten peo-
ple to death with the threat of inflation.
(For examples of what the status quo seekers
have been saying in their ads see above.)

Other groups joined in: A Sound Dollar
Committee was formed with headquarters in
New York; the Chicago Tribune launched an
all-out drive against inflation and asked the
21-State National Industrial Council to urge
newspapers in other States to join the drive.
(The Tribune also reported that from the
golf course in Augusta, the President said he
was following the drive with keen interest
and congratulated the Tribune on its efforts.)
The Advertising Council, public service unit
of the advertising industry, was also ap-
proached for help. But the council is still
undecided about what to do—partly because
of the obviously political nature of the anti-
infiation drive.

As Congressman CHESTER BOwLES, Demo-
crat, of Connecticut, told a college news
conference audience: “This has been an
extraordinarily skillful publicity campaign.
I have never seen anything to equal 1t." Al-
though conceding that there are a lot of
honest people genuinely concerned about in-
flation (including the President), BowLEs
said: “There are a lot of other people who
have been trying to stop public housing,
depressed area bills, social security programs,
and all the rest.” Both these groups, BowLES
explained, *"have joined arms in a great
alllance and they have learned they can’t lick
housing and depressed area bills and soclal
security by a frontal attack so they have
tried a flanking attack, so they have equated
public housing, urban development, social
security, with inflation, It has been ex-
tremely skillful.”

Meanwhile the hidden persuaders, who
have been stirring up so much excitement
about inflation, have been reaping the gains
of higher interest rates and showing no in-
clination to lower prices, despite the record
profits recorded in many industries. Just
recently, for instance, United States Steel
announced all-time high net profits for the
first 6 months of the year: $2556 million.
The same pattern held true for the other
steel companies: Inland Steel reported a net
income of $42.1 million for the first 6 months
of 1969—more than double the net income
for the same period last year. (For record=-
setting prices see table below.)
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But the steel companies continue to cry
that they cannot meet labor’s demands with-
out further price increases—which would be
inflationary. (The steel companies have in
the past always raised prices alfter a wage
settlement, usually two or three times more
than would be necessary to offset the in-
creased wage costs. For instance, according
to a study made by Senator EsTEs KEFAUVER'S
subcommittee, although the steel companies
ralsed their prices $6 a ton in 1957, “a rea-
sonable guess as to the magnitude of in-
creased labor costs which have arisen from
the July 1957 adjustments in wages and
other benefits falls somewhere between $2.50
and $3 per ton.")

Behind the inflation hysteria, of course, is
hidden one of the most cynical political
maneuvers in history: the attempt to dis-
credit all Democratic efforts to initiate the
much-needed domestic and military pro-
grams by reiterating the emotional, fear-rid-
den word “inflation.” If the President were
really scared of inflation he would be willing
to listen occaslonally to students of our
economy other than the representatives of
blg banking and big business who make up
his numerous bridge and golf foursomes. If
he did, he might learn a few things about
prices which his big banking and big busi-
ness friends have failed to tell him—such as
the fact that one of the greatest causes of
inflation today is the increased interest rates
which have helped drive prices up on every
item which the consumer must purchase
on credit; or the fact that many costs have
been held up artificlally by “administered
prices”—a fact glven impressive substan-
tlation by industry's unusually high profits.

However, the President continues to listen
only to representatives of big business.
Consequently his idea of the way to fight
inflation is to come out—as he did recently—
agalnst raising the minimum wage to $1.25.
But Tke never seems to show the same con-
cern about raising the wages earned by bank-
ers—which is what raising the interest rate
amounts to. As Senator Par McNAMARA,
Democrat, of Michigan, said: When Ike took
office he must have taken two pledges of al-
legiance, one of which goes like this:

“I pledge allegiance to the banks,
And to the benefits for which they stand,
High interest, compounded
With tremendous profits for all.”

While many are beginning to recognize
the great inflation conspiracy as a concerted
effort by big business to block the people's
welfare programs, Ike persists in seeing a
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conspiracy working against the people. "I
believe the public will soon realize * * *” the
President said last February, defending his
inadequate budget, “that we are engaged
in a contest between the public interest and
a wide array of special interests.”

IKE'S SPECIAL INTERESTS

Senator JoHN J, SparkmanN, Democrat, of
Alabama, replied: “If President Eisenhower's
definition of ‘special interest' is old folks who
have to live in firetraps instead of safe nurs-
ing homes; colleges which have no place to
house their students; people of low and
middle incomes who need a decent place to
live; cities full of slums breeding poverty
and crime which want to clean out those
slums, and veterans who are in need of
homes, * * * then I want to urge the
Democrats to continue to help those kinds
of special interests.”

Despite his campaign promises and despite
6 years in office in which he has done noth=-
ing to get at the real causes of inflation,
the President continues to say: “By golly, we
ought to do something about this inflation.”
Meanwhile, prices continue their upward
creep. Recently the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics announced that at the end of June
the consumer price index had reached an
alltime high, 124.5. Everywhere, low- and
middle-income families were feeling the
pinch. *It is just like being pecked to death
by gnats,” a Los Angeles homeowner la-
mented to a Time correspondent.

Ironically, the people are beginning to see
the swarm of gnats for what they really
are, despite the gigantic campaign to make
inflation a scareword to be used every time
someone mentions a public need., Recently
the Gallup Poll announced that in answer
to the question: *“Which political party
* * * do you think is most interested in
keeping prices down?” the majority an-
swered, “the Democratic Party.”

It is more than possible that of all the
phony slogans which the great crusaders
have run up the flagpole, the great “fight
infilation” campaign will make the loudest
backfire yet.

PROFITS OF 428 COMPANIES GAINED 75.6 PERCENT
OVER A YEAR EARLIER IN SECOND QUARTER
The columns below show corporate profits

reported for the second quarter of 1959, and
those for the like quarter of 1958, with per-
centage changes, by groups. Where individ-
ual company reports cover 3-month periods
other than calendar gquarters, the nearest
comparable periods have been used:

Change

2d quarter, 1060 | 2d quarter, 1958 | from year
8g0

Percent

10 Alireraflt makers s $7, 208, 000 $18, 892, 000 —fil,
4 Airlines... - Ak 13, 786, 000 13, 156, 000 +4.8
19 Autos and " A A e R P R R R 543, 706, 000 135, 828, 000 <+300.1
21 Building materials 122, 166, 000 70, 450, D00 +73.4

14 Chainstores. AT A 33, 707, 000 31, 023, 000 +8.
p L) [T S MR St e S B S e R S e e 152, 062, 000 7, 020, 000 +T47
12 Department stores. 44, 164, 000 32, 881, 000 +84. 4
b5 Distillers___ 19, 757, 000 13, 383, 000 +-47.6
9 Drug makers. .. 26, 801, 000 23, 640, 000 -+138.7
14 Electrical equi nt - &7, 191, 000 66, 393, 000 +31.3
7 Farm equip L 85, 472, 000 47, 342, 000 +80. 5
16 Food products._. R 51, 200, 000 B1, 067, 000 +.3
9 Mining and metals_ B 52, 039, 000 23, 717, 000 +123. 2
5 Office equi } SR ot 43, 463, 000 33, 416, 000 130.1
15 Petroleum and produets. . T 386, 482, 000 308, 823, 000 27.2
15 Pulp and paper. e L P 41, 547, 00G 33, 088, 000 +25.6
9 Railway equif | A et e St 5 23, 063, 000 11, 385, 000 +102.6
8 Rubber e = S 41, 266, 000 25, 083, 000 64, §
21 Steel manufacturers =3y 321, 077, 000 121, 84, 000 ~+-163. 4
12 Textiles..... o 12, 638, 000 2, (28, 000 -+523. 2
8 Tob companies ¥ ey B 57, 203, 000 0, 162, 000 +14.2
17 Tools and hinery .. Rt 30, 158, 000 15, 564, 000 =+93. 7
97 Other i S 189, 462, 000 130, 041, 000 +45.7
Total, 360 industrials 2, 386, 726, 000 1, 341, 285, 000 +77.9
35 Railroads 147, 553, 000 50, 286, 000 +4148. 9
27 Utilities_ f 119, 554, 000 110, 622, 000 =481
Grand total, 428 \f 2, 653, 863, 000 1, 511, 198, 000 +75.6
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Ceremony Honoring Speaker
B. Reed

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. FRANK M. COFFIN

OF MAINE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. COFFIN. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing you very kindly participated with
the Maine delegation in the House in a
ceremony in the rotunda of the Old
House Office Building, in which we pre-
sented a new stone pedestal to support
the Gutzon Borglum bust of Thomas B.
Reed, late Speaker of this body. This
presentation fulfills a keen desire on the
part of some of us who have long been
irked by the hollow plywood base, simu-
lated to look like marble, which has
hitherto served as the pedestal for a
bust of a noted son of Maine, carved by
a noted sculptor. What irked us was
not any real or fancied slight, but the
un-Maine-like idea of applying cosmetic
skill to make wood look like something
else. We could tolerate solid wood that
looked like wood, or solid stone that
looked like stone, but not hollow wood
with face of stone.

Speaker Reed himself looked like what
he was—a large, hearty, vigorous, and
courageous man. With the thought that
the membership might be interested in
some of* the contributions of Speaker
Reed, I am inserting the remarks I made
at our little ceremony this morning:

Mr. Speaker and honored guests, on this
occasion it may be appropriate to note that
at one time Maine occupied a position in na-
tional politics comparable to that occupied
by the State of Texas, today. We are here,
today, to dedicate a new pedestal for the bust
of Thomas Brackett Reed, Speaker of the
House of Representatives in the 51st, 54th,
and 55th Congresses. In his last two terms
the President pro tempore of the Senate was
Senator William P. Frye, of Maine, and Asher
Hinds, of Maine, author of “Hinds’ Prece-
dents,” was Parliamentarian in the House. A
1ittle earlier, the powerful combine of James
G. Blaine, Nelson Dingley, Reed and Frye
controlled the political fortunes in Malne
and occupied central positions in the Repub-
lican Party on the national level. Then,
Maine possessed five seats in the House of
Representatives.

Today's dedication is a statewide affair.
Bpeaker Reed represented the first district,
Congressman OLIVER's constituency. The
granite for the pedestal was quarried in Ston-
ington, in Congressman MCcINTIRE'S district.
The cutting and finishing of the pedestal was
done in my own district. We are paying
tribute to a leader from our State and to
the State itself.

. Thomas Brackett Reed was born in Port-
land in 1839. A graduate of Bowdoin, he set
out for the West to teach school and prac-
tice law in California. Apparently having
seen all he wanted of that far land, he re-
turned to his home State to make his career
as representative and senator in the Maine
State Legislature, attorney general, and final-
ly Congressman fromy Maine's First District.
He was first elected in 1876 and served con-
tinuously until 1899, when he resigned.

First nominated for the post of Speaker
in 1885, Reed was elected to that post in
1889, when the Republicans controlled the
51st Congress. He was reelected in the 54th
and 55th Congresses, resigning in September

Thomas

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

1899, in disgust over.the Spanish war and
the annexation of Hawaii.

Speaker Reed is most noted for his con-
tributions to majority rule in the House.
As a member of the Rules Committee he
had succeeded in ending filibustering on
election cases, and on the tariff bill of 1883.
His rules were adopted in the 51st Con-
gress, dropped by the 52d, revived by the 53d,
and restored by the 54th. They marked
the first in the major steps toward moderni-
zation of House procedures and coincided
with the compilation of the Impressive
“Hinds' Frecedents.”

In dedicating this monument to Thomas
Brackett Reed, we are honoring a great line
of Speakers who have brought the House to
its present stature. Not the least of these
greats is our present Speaker, the embodi-
ment of tradition and respect for the need
for democratic processes in our delibera-
tions and actions. This pedestal is the prod-
uct of the Maine coast, a symbol of integrity
and an example of the craftsmanship which
also marked the career of Thomas Brackett
Reed.

I should mention, here, that we are in-
debted to the Deer Island Granite Co., of
Stonington, Maine, and the James P. Murphy
Co., of Lewiston, Maine, for the pedestal.
They have donated this to the House of
Representatives without any cost to the
Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to present to you, for
your library in Bonham, Tex., a simple and
homely memento of Thomas Brackett Reed.
This is a bootjack, designed for colder
climes than yours, but suitable, I am sure,
for removing the boots for which your State
is famous. This was given by Mrs. Frances
‘W. Spencer, owner of the Thomas B. Reed
house in Portland, Maine. The jack be-
longed to Mr. Reed, and may serve as a
reminder to all of us that even the mighty
must stoop to jack a boot.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, may I thank you
for your cooperation in this, as in so many
other matters, and offer to you my own
admiration and good wishes for your con-
tinued leadership in the House.

The President’s Veto of the Public Works
Appropriation Bill

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
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HON. ELIZABETH KEE

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mrs. KEE., Mr. Speaker, I was more
than deeply distressed over the action of
the President of the United States in
vetoing the public works appropriation
bill for fiscal 1960. In view of the fact
that the House of Representatives and
the U.S. Senate appropriated funds for
these flood control projects after full
and complete study, and the fact that
each project was found to be fully and
completely justified, it is my earnest
hope that the Congress of the United
States will override the President’s veto.
Unless we are successful in our efforts,
our American taxpaying citizens resid-
ing in these affected areas will continue
to suffer unnecessary flood damages.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I will continue
to do all within my power to see that
this measure is passed over the Presi-
dent’s veto by the necessary two-thirds
majority.
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Friendship Airport
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HON. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, it is an
elementary proposition, universally ac-
knowledged, that “justice delayed is jus-
tice denied.”

The delays implicit in the judicial
process were primarily responsible for
the rise of administrative agencies. But
today these administrative agencies are
guilty of the same offense they were
created to alleviate—delay in deciding
cases.

As one of the elected Representatives
from the great city of Baltimore, I rise
to enter a vigorous and official protest
concerning the unusual delay respecting
the matter of Washington-Baltimore
Adequacy of Service Investigation by the
Civil Aeronautics Board, Docket No.
8148.

On May 3, 1956, a petition was filed
requesting that the Civil Aeronautics
Board investigate the inadequacy of serv-
ice to the Greater Baltimore metropoli-
tan area in accordance with sections 404
(a) and 1002 of the Civil Aeronautics
Act of 1938, as amended. The hearings
in this matter were concluded on Sep-
tember 18, 1957, and I submit that there
can be no justification for the continued
delay of the issuance of an order from the
Board. It is a well-known fact that in
the period of over 3 years since the insti-
tution of an investigation for adequacy
of service in the Baltimore area, this area
has continued to receive far less service
than it is legally entitled to. This condi-
tion continues in spite of the institution
of jetplane service to the west coast by
two airlines. By no stretch of the imag-
ination can the institution of this service
be construed as providing a pattern of
service which is necessary to meet the
test of “adequacy.”

On July 31 of this year, I wrote to
the Civil Aeronautics Board about this
matter, so vital to the interests of the
large population of Greater Baltimore.
In reply the CAB stated:

We agree wholeheartedly with your state-
ment in your letter of July 31 as to the
need for a prompt decision in our Baltimore-
Washington adequacy-of-service case. Let
us assure you that we are striving to make
our findings, based on a very ponderous
record, as quickly as possible,

As you are aware, and as the record be-
fore us makes so clear, the issues in this
complex proceedmg are of considerable eco-
nomic consequence to the airlines and to
the public. We feel that the falrness and
soundness of our decision are equa:lly as
important as its promptness.

In addition, scores of matters of many
types must be given attention by the Board
so0 that we do not find ourselves able to
devote the continuous hours to this case
which would be desirable. We have had,
for instance, the Northeastern States area
investigation before us in which we re-
cently voted tentative approval for service

between Washington, Baltimore, and Boston
via Allegheny Airlines,
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Acknowledging that the record may
be ponderous, certainly sufficient time
has elapsed since November 7, 1958,
when oral arguments were completed,
for a decision to have been reached.

As to the “scores of matters of many
types [which] must be given attention
by the Board so that [they] do not find
themselves able to devote the continuous
hours to this case which would be de-
sirable,” does the Board expect its case-
load to lighten? Is it hoping for a slack
period in order to devote time to this
case? Or is the Board merely offering
weak excuses for failure to have per-
formed its function?

Obviously the reasons ascribed do not
justify the delay.

The people of Baltimore erected a truly
magnificent airport in 1950. The Friend-
ship International Airport was immedi-
ately hailed as one of the truly excellent
facilities in the world, especially due to
the fact that when this airport was
planned, the use of fast jet planes was
clearly envisioned.

I should like to point out that the
CAB'’s own examiner estimated that well
over 75,000 Baltimoreans are obliged to
travel to and from Washington's Na-
tional Airport each year. This proves
conclusively that Baltimore does have
the present potential of adequate num-
bers of passengers that desire to travel
by air. Also, recent figures of passenger
service at Friendship reveal a 36 percent
incease over last year—additional and
conclusive proof that when the service
is here, the passengers are, too.

On August 14, 1959, I again wrote to
the Civil Aeronautics Board that I could
not understand the reason for the long
delay in reaching a decision in this par-
ticular case. As a member of the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
of the House of Representatives, I feel
that if a decision is not reached by the
CAB within a reasonable time, an in-
vestigation and searching inquiry would
be indicated respecting this matter. The
urgent needs of almost 2 million of our
citizens must be given due and proper
recognition.

Maj. Gen. William P. Fisher

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM E. HESS

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. HESS. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks, I wish to call at-
tention to one of the distinguished mili-
tary officers on the Washington scene
who is soon to leave, Maj. Gen. William
P. Fisher, the Air Force Director of Leg-
islative Liaison, is to become in a few
weeks the Commander, Eastern Trans-
port Air Force, Military Air Transport
Service at McGuire Air Force Base, N.J.

Bill Fisher is an airman for whom I
have great respect and admiration. He
was born the son of a Congregational
minister in Atlanta, Ga. He grew up in
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Southern Pines, N.C. He graduated as
an engineer from North Carolina State
College in 1934 after a 2-year interrup-
tion of his education to work. He then
became a flying cadet in the Army Air
Corps. After completion of his flying
training he competed for a Regular Army
commission which he won in October
1936.

On December 7, 1941, Bill Fisher, then
a major of 2 days’ standing, was wounded
in the Japanese attack on Clark Field in
the Philippines. His airplane out of ac-
tion, he led his squadron, the 28th
Bombardment Squadron of the famous
19th Bombardment Group, as it fought
on the ground as an infantry unit. But
he was soon back in the air fighting the
Japanese from Java. After a short in-
terval in the States, he returned to the
war as a colonel in command of the 308th
Bombardment Group under Maj. Gen.
Claire Chennault in China.

During the Eorean confllict Bill Fisher
commanded the Far East Air Forces
Bomber Command until assigned as In-
spector General of the Strategic Air
Command. He came to his Washington
assignment in Air Force Legislative Liai-
son from the post of Deputy Commander,
8th Air Force.

That firm determination and immense
ability which made him a great combat
air commander has made him unusually
effective as the Director of the Air Force's
legislative liaison aectivities. He has
represented the Air Force most ably in its
relations with the Congress during the
past session. Iam convinced he will con-
tinue to do big things for the Air Force
and the Nation in his new post. I am
sure that I speak for the Congress when
I wish Bill Fisher every good wish for
continued success.

Aid for Redevelopment of Depressed
Economic Areas

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ELIZABETH KEE

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mrs. KEE. Mr. Speaker, I feel com-
pelled to make one more plea before
Congress adjourns for action by the
the House on legislation to set up a pro-
gram of cooperative Federal-State aid
for the redevelopment of depressed eco-
nomic areas.

Many sections of our Nation are suf-
fering rrom persistent and substantial
unemployment. This is a serious prob-
lem that time will not solve. Nor will it
go away if we simply close our eyes to it.

These depressed areas need help, Mr.
Speaker. They must be given assistance
in rebuilding their economy and in at-
tracting new industry that will create
permanent jobs.

The Senate has passed an area rede-
velopment bill. The House Banking and
Currency Committee approved a bill last
May. The bill is still pending in the
House Rules Committee.
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If Congress adjourns without acting
on this legislation, Congress will have to
face up to this problem next year. We
cannot escape it.

Mr. Speaker, it is unthinkable that in
times of unprecedented prosperity for
the country as a whole we will permit
large pockets of depression to exist.

The people in these areas are suffer-
ing. Hundreds of thousands of them de-
pend upon gifts of surplus foods to feed
their families. They need help—not
handouts to keep their children from
starving but jobs which will enable them
to support their families and lead useful,
fruitful lives,

Newsletter of the Honorable James
Roosevelt

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JOSEPH E. KARTH

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the
Recorp, I include the following letter
from my distinguished colleague and
friend, Representative JAMES ROOSEVELT,
to his constituents. What Representa-
tive RooseveELT has to say in his letter
is most worthwhile, and I commend it to
the attention of my fellow Members:

AvucusT 1959.

DeAR FRIENDS AND CONSTITUENTS: Since I
last wrote to you, the Landrum-Griffin labor
bill has been passed by the House, and, thus,
almost 8 months of hard work in the labor-
management field has gone right out the
window. The Landrum-Griffin bill, appar-
ently originally written by Senator Gorp-
waTER, of Arizona, Is a bad bill, which was
put over by the systematic distribution of
hokum through virtually all our channels
of communiecation.

For months we have been subjected to a
steady drumbeat of propaganda about the
need for a “strong” labor bill, which rose to
crescendo with Mr. Eisenhower’'s impassioned
radio and TV appeal for the Griffiin-Landrum
bill. Throughout this long campaign the
technique was identical—first a recitation of
the evils discovered by the McClellan com-
mittee and then the plug for a “strong” bill,
thus leading the reader or the viewer to be-
lieve that what was meant by a “strong”
bill was a bill that would oust the racketeers
and thieves and clean out the corruption.

Actually, nothing could have been further
from the truth. What the administration
and the Republican leadership and some of
the southern Democrats and the Natlonal
Assoclation of Manufacturers and all their
assorted payrollers and mouthpieces meant
by a “strong labor hill” was a bill that would
contain amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act
slyly calculated to cripple and penalize per-
fectly honest, legitimate unions. It was
simply a situation in which an old-fashioned,
all-out, NAM union-busting drive was being
cloaked by a sanctimonious plea for ousting
the racketeers.

If you have any doubt about this, just
read the three bills that the House fought
over: the Landrum-Griffin bill, the Elliott
bill, and the Shelley bill, or as it is some-
times called, the Shelley-Roosevelt bill,
You will find that in the areas where the
McClellan committee recommended that ac-
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tion be taken, the three bills are virtually
identical, except that the Shelley bill ex-
tended its penalties to employers and labor-
brokers as well as union officials. In other
words, the Shelley bill hit everybody that
was in any way concerned in labor racket-
eering or stealing or illegal profiteering at
the expense of the worker.

But, because the Shelley bill was an hon-
est, straightforward attempt to correct the
abuses found by the Senate committee, and
because it did not attempt to use these
abuses as an excuse for undercutting legiti-
mate unlon activity, and because it con-
tained no sly, antiunion phraseology—it was
labeled the *“weakest’” bill; whereas, the
Landrum bill, which did not cover nearly
the ground that the Shelley bill did in the
area of corruption, but which did contain
provisions extremely damaging to honest
labor activity, was labeled the “strongest
bill and plugged for by everybody from Mr.
Eisenhower to the lowliest NAM lobbyist in
an all-out, and apparently successful, drive
to convince the country that the “strong”
bill was strong in the sense of protecting
the worker.

Such are the uses of propaganda, and
Lord help us all if we don't learn to dis-
tinguish between truth and hokum before
Madison Avenue swamps us completely in
syndicated piffle.

Exactly the same applies to the anguished
caterwauling about inflatlon that emanates
from the White House every time Congress
considers any type of bill that might pos-
sibly do the general public some good. If
you spend a dime for a general improve-
ment, says the administration, you add to
the perils of inflation. And if you build a
school or ald a housing program or add a
couple of dollars to a pension to enable
somebody to stay alive, then you have
breached the dam irretrievably and allowed
the floodwaters of inflation to sweep every-
thing before them.

Probably no sillier thesis was ever main-
tained by presumably sane men but this
administration, aided by its corps of pub-
licity experts, is making a lot of people be-
lieve it. Meantime, the same administra-
tion, having successfully diverted the public
attention by yelling about public extrava-
gance, shovels money to the bankers with
both hands by progressively raising Federal
Reserve interest rates and fighting to raise
interest rates on Government bonds.

This is the basic source of inflation and
high prices that are hitting us from all sides.
Interest rates are ralsed to primary bor-
rowers, who, in turn, raise rates to sec-
ondary borrowers; eventually, the bank rates
become too high and less and less money is
borrowed for purposes of plant expansion
and new products, with the result that new
jobs do not open up, new products are not
made, and the gross national product is thus
arbitrarily limited to approximately what is
being produced at the time. But, since the
population continues to grow and the de-
mand is consequently ever greater, the price
of existing goods goes up and up while profits
rise fantastically, the rich get richer, the
poor get poorer, and the pensioner has to
sleep under a bridge.

My friends, it’s time to wake up. This is
o bad administration, the like of which we
haven't seen since the twenties and which
will inevitably wind up in the same place
the Coolidge-Hoover regimes did, because
it is traveling the same road. When a
government pursues a steady policy of
squeezing the small businessman and the
worker and beating the unions over the head
in order that the banker may sit on bigger
and bigger bags of money and charge more
and more for the use of some of it, that
government is going to wind up in an eco-
nomic crash, no matter how loudly it mean-
while screams about an inflation that it is
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itself creating and tries to blame it on unions
and spenders. We're heading that way fast.

Fortunately, 1960 isn't far off, but even so,
I sometimes wonder if it will get here in
time. When it does come, we'd better not
fumble it.

Since my last letter, the housing bill has
been vetoed, as I said it probably would be.
It was perfectly logical that it should be
vetoed because it would have helped a con-
siderable number of people and it was not
written for the exclusive benefit of the
bankers., So it got the ax, with the routine
explanation that it was “inflationary.” The
charge was so preposterous and the veto so
indefensible that when Senator SPAREMAN
held hearings on it, he couldn't even find a
member of the executive staff who would
admit having written the veto message.
We've gotten pretty well used to government
by proxy since 1853, but this was the first
time anybody had heard of government by
pixie.

I have been appointed by Chairman SHEP-
pARD of the California congressional delega-
tion, to head a bipartisan delegation com=-
mittee which will look into the matter of the
flood of narcotics which is apparently coming
over the Mexican border. Our duties will
consist of determining the areas of respon-
sibility so that the proper committees may
conduct the necessary investigations and see
to it that the necessary liaisons are effected
with the proper Mexican officials. We are
getting excellent cooperation from both
State and Federal officers, all of whom are
as anxious as we are to solve the problem
speedily. The first hearings will probably be
held this month.

Congress 1s expected to adjourn before too
long and it will be good to get home and see
you again. Meantime, all best wishes,

Sincerely,
JAMES ROOSEVELT.

Address by Vice President Richard M.
Nixon at American Legion Convention
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HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, a current
topic of interest, and of great debate
throughout our good country, is the ap-
proaching visit of Nikita Khrushchev.

Under leave to extend my remarks in
the REcorp, I am including an excellent
speech by Vice President RicHarpD M.
Nimxon at the convention of the Ameri-
can Legion in Minneapolis, Minn,, last
week:

EXCERPTS OF REMARKS OF THE VICE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES AT THE 41sT NA~-
TIONAL CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN
Lecion, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. AvuGUsT 25,
1959
I recognize that there are a substantial

number of Americans in this audience and
throughout the Nation who are deeply con-
cerned about the visit of Mr. Ehrushchev to
the United States. There are many who be=
lieve that no good and much harm can come
from such a visit.

There is no question but that there are
minus as well as plus factors in appraising
the possible results of the Eisenhower-
Ehrushchev exchange of visits. On balance,
I belleve the decision to invite Mr. Khru-
shchev to come to the United States was
correct.
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In indieating my reasons for reaching this
conclusion, may I first remind you of the
background from which I speak, I have
made a comprehensive study of the philos-
ophy, tactics and strategy of commmunism as
set forth by Marx, Lenin, Stalln and other
Communist leaders. On the basis of those
studies, I know that Communists through-
out the world are united in working for one
objectlve—Communist rule over all the peo-
ple of the world.

I know from experience that the Com-
munist Party in the United States, like all
Communist parties throughout the world, is
directed and controlled from Moscow and has
in the past and will in the future engage
in esplonage and subversion in order to
serve the interests of Communist govern-
ments wherever they are opposed to those
of the United States or other free nations.
And I can vividly recall that it was just a
little over a year ago Communist-led mobs
made an unsuccessful attempt on my life in
Venezuela.

I have just returned from the Soviet Union
where I have had the opportunity to speak
at length with Mr. Ehrushchev and to ap-
praise the present tactics and strategy of the
world Communist movement. On the basis
of that visit, I can say unequivocally that
the only significant change in Communist
tactics since the death of Stalin is that Mr.
Ehrushchev and other Communist leaders
now say they will accomplish their objective
of world domination without resort to war.

Subversion and espionage in the United
States and other non-Communist countries
continue to be directed and supported by the
Communist Party of the US.S.R. The rigid
positions of the Soviet Government on such
issues as Berlin, disarmament, setting up an
inspection system for prevention of surprise
attack, and ending atomic tests, are the same
now as they were before these visits were
announced.

It would be nailve and wishful thinking to
assume that the visit of Mr. Khrushchev
to the United States will result in any basic
change in the Communist objective of world
domination or their adherence to policies
designed to achieve that goal.

We should be under no illusions that Mr.
Ehrushchev's belief in the superiority of the
Communist system will be changed in any
significant respect by his seeing the great
productivity of the American economy.
Everything he sees in the United States will
be seen through Communist eyes and the
plcture will be distorted or magnified so that
it fits into the rigid description of free
societies which the Communist doctrine has
painted for over 100 years.

Nor should we be under any illusions that
better understanding between the Soviet
leaders and ourselves is all that Is needed to
resolve our differences and to assure peace,
There are some deep and basic conflicts of
interest and ideology which all the good will
and mutual understanding in the world will
not settle. Charm, words of frlendship,
graclous toasts, are not going to have the
slightest effect in deterrring Mr. Ehrushchev
from his basic objectives.

What useful purpose then will this visit
serve? Putting it in its simplest terms,
while understanding alone will not bring
peace, misunderstanding could provoke war.
And it is because his visit can serve to reduce
the possibilities of such misunderstanding
that it could contribute to the chance that
we can settle our differences without war
and, therefore, deserves the approval of the
American people.

What does Mr. Khrushchev really believe
about the United States and the free world?

Based on my conversations with him and
my analysis of the statements he has made,
publicly and privately, through the years,
here is a thumbnail sketch of a man who
holds in his hands the greatest power any
one man has ever held in the history of
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civilization—who by his decision alone could
press the button which could start a chain
reaction which would destroy civilization as
we know it.

First, here are some things he believes
which are true. He is aware of the fact that
the United States has great military strength.
While he constantly boasts of his superior-
ity in the missile field, he has publicly stated
in his speech at Dnepropetrovsk on July 28
that no nation today can initiate a war with-
out suffering terrible destruction in return.

He knows the United States is a rich
country economically with a high standard
of living. He has paid us the compliment
of setting as the Soviet goal, catching up with
and passing the United States in the produc-
tion of consumer goods.

I believe he is convinced that President
Eisenhower is a man who wants peace and
who insists that the United States remain
strong only because he believes this is the
way to keep peace.

But he also has some dangerous miscon-
ceptions about the United States and the
free world which, in the mind of a man with
such awesome power in his hands, constitute
a terrible risk to the peace of the world.

Here are some of the things he presently
believes about us and our policies:

“Freedom in the United States exists only
for those who have money and power and not
for the working people.

“Capitalists in the United States have
turned the soclety in which they rule into a
paradise for the rich and a hell for the poor—
a kingdom of the dollar, of harsh exploita-
tion of millions of people to enrich a hand-
ful of monopolists.

“In the United States and other free coun-
tries the working people are given the right
to vote for various representatives of the
ruling class but have no right to participate
in the work of the legislative bodies.

“However, beautifully the ideologists of
imperialism may dress up the capitalist sys-
tem, it still remains a system by which mil-
lions of people are enslaved by a compara-
tively small handful of exploiters, a system
in which poverty and mass unemployment
relgn."

The words I have just quoted are not mine
but his, taken directly from his public state-
ments, And these ideas he reiterated to me
in my conversations with him. Because
he believes these things he has reached other
conclusions which he has stated to me and to
others who have talked with him; that mil-
lions of people in the United States do not
support the President in his firm stand
against Communist aggression; that both
of our major political parties are controlled
by a few rich monopolists and are not re-
sponsive to the will of the people; that our
economy has reached its peak and is on the
way down; that the nations of the free
world alliance are divided and when the
chips are down will not unite in resisting
aggresslon.

Put yourself in his place. If you possessed
great military strength with uncontrolled
and absolute power to use that strength to
accomplish your ; if also you were
fanatically dedicated to the philosophy that
your economic and political system should
and would rule the world; and if in addition
you believed you were confronted by oppo-
nents who were divided and who lacked the
will to resist aggression, would you not be
tempted to be far more aggressive in your
policies than if you had other ideas as to the
strength and will to resist of those who
might oppose your aims?

Mr. Khrushchev will be here for only a
relatively brief time, but, in his conversa-
tions with President Eisenhower and in his
trip across the country, there is no doubt in
my mind but that he will see and hear some
things which will change his preconceived
notions about the United States and which
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in turn will give him pause before he em-
barks on a course of action in the future
which might be contrary to our vital in-
terests.

He will find that not only are we strong
militarily and economically, but that the
American people have the will to use their
strength to defend our freedom or the free-
dom of others any place in the world. He
will find that the overwhelming majority of
the American people are as dedicated to our
system as he is to his. He will find that we
will no more tolerate being pushed around
than will he.

In a nutshell, if we are to have a Soviet
leader with such power in his hands, it is
better to have one who knows the world
than one who is isolated in the Kremlin.

But what about the dangers of such a
visit? There are some who fear that the
American people will be lulled into a false
sense of security and trust by this ex-
change. I think that those who believe
this to be the case underestimate the in-
telligence of both our people and our
leaders.

It is true that throughout American his-
tory we have a record of being a trusting
and forglving people in our relations with
other people, but it is also true that we are
a people who do not lke our trust be-
trayed and when 1t is we react accordingly.

When President Eisenhower meets Mr.
Ehrushchev, you can be sure he will have
in mind: The record of major treaties and
agreements broken by the Soviet Govern-
ment—50 out of 52 since 1933; the fact
that subversive activities against the
United States and the governments of other
free nations continue despite Soviet prot-
estations to the contrary. There will be
fresh in his memory the fact that Mr.
Khrushchev failed to carry out the com=~
mitments made at the last Geneva Confer-
ence and instead encouraged and stimulated
Communist probing actions against the
free world in the Middle East and the Far
East. And if there was any doubt that we
would go into this conference with our eyes
open, the Soviet Government's support of
the Communist forces in Laos provides a
grim and timely warning of what we should
expect.

I have had the rare opportunity of see-
ing both Mr. Khrushchey and President
Eisenhower in action both publicly and pri-
vately, and I can assure you that the fears
of those who believe that President Eisen-
hower may be taken in or bluffed by Mr.
Ehrushchev are completely without foun-
dation. There is no doubt whatever but
that the Interest of the United States and
the free world will be vigorously, firmly,
and aggressively represented by the President
in this meeting.

Another objection to the visit is the pos-
sible effect on our allles. The President’s
trip to Bonn, Parls, and London, provides
a complete answer to this objection. As the
President has made abundantly clear, it is
not the American way to negotiate, in the
absence of our allies, problems that vitally
concern their future. We reject the concept
that two great powers—the United States
and the U.S.8.R.—should decide the fate of
other peoples without consultation with
them.

A major objection to the visit is the effect
it may have on the captive peoples of East-
ern Europe. You can be sure, however, that
under no circumstances will this exchange
of visits result in statements or actions on
the part of the United States indicating our
approval or acquiescence in the status of
the peoples of Eastern Europe.

‘We do not question the right of the people
of these countries, or any other for that
matter, to have a Soclalist or Communist
government if they so desire. But we believe
that all people should have a right to choose
the kind of government they want. The
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people of the satellite nations of Eastern
Europe have never had an opportunity to
exercise that right since World War II. We
recognize that their right of choice cannot
be obtained by armed intervention on our
part. A so-called war of liberation would
liberate only dead bodies and ruined cities.
But we will continue to support through
peaceful means realization of the objective
that the peoples of these satellite countries
be given the opportunity to choose the kind
of government they want.

I believe that the American people should
give Mr. Ehrushchev a courteous reception
when he visits the United States. I do not
suggest this because I belleve a courteous
reception is going to affect, one way or the
other, his ideas about our system, but be-
cause this is the American way of doing
things. Visitors in our country, regardless
of how much we disagree with them, should
not be subjected to the rowdyism and riots
for which the Communists were responsible
when I was in South America.

The discussions President Eisenhower will
have with Mr. Ehrushchev, involving as they
do such basic differences and confliet of in«
terest, will be difficult at best. In the cause
of the peace with justice that we all want,
let us by our conduct see that those dis=
cussions are conducted in the best possible
climate,

The Carey Letter

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GEORGE MEADER

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, as did
many of my colleagues last week, I re-
ceived an intemperate, threatening letter
from a prominent labor official eriticizing
my vote on the Landrum-Griffin substi-
tute labor reform bill. I refer to James
B. Carey, president of the powerful In-
ternational Union of Electrical, Radio,
and Machine Workers, AFL-CIO. I in-
corporate his letter in my remarks at
this point:

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF ELECTRICAL,

RADIO, AND MACEHINE WORKERS,
August 18, 1959.

DEeAr CoNGRESSMEN: Only you know, in the
privacy of your own consclence, whether you
carefully considered the possible conse-
quences of the Landrum-Griffin bill when
you voted for it on August 13, 1959. If you
did, and realized that it is a punitive, repres-
silve measure intended to weaken all labor
unions and thereby all working men and
women, you have much to answer for. If
you did not, and merely yielded to the pres-
sures of the chamber of commerce and the
National Association of Manufacturers, your
guilt is perhaps even greater.

You should realize now, if you did not
during the heat of battle, that this vindictive
assault on the labor movement will, in the
long run, prove to your constituents that you
are less interested in individual rights and
democracy than in property rights and the
concentration of power in the hands of big
business.

You may believe that you are safe in such
action because organized labor is relatively
weak in your district, and cannot call you to
account for the damage you have sought to
do to It. You may be right—at the moment.

We wish to assure you, however, that we
shall do all in our power to prove to the
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working men and women in your district
that you have cast your lot against them
and they should therefore take appropriate
action at the ballot box.
Very truly yours,
JAMES B. CAREY,
President.

Now, generally, I find it hard to simu-
late much enthusiasm for a mimeo-
graphed or multigraphed form letter, but
I read Mr. Carey’s missive with consider-
able care and replied to him as follows:

AvucusT 26, 1859.

Mr. JAMES B. CAREY,

President, International Union of Electrical,
Radio and Machine Workers, Washing-
ton, D. C.

Dear Mr. Carey: I have your form letter
of August 18, 1959, a copy of which I under-
stand was sent to all my colleagues who
voted for the Landrum-Griffin version of the
labor-management reform bill.

Neither your intemperate characteriza-
tions, your threat to get me nor your er-
roneous assumptions concerning my study
of the measure impress me as worthy of a
high official of a powerful labor organization.

No representative of the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers or the chamber of
commerce “pressured” me or even contacted
me. I believe, however, in the right of peti-
tion and would have welcomed their views
as I did those of six officials of the Teamsters
Union and three officials of building trades
unions with whom I discussed at some
length the differing provisions of the various
proposals.

I heard nothing from you or your union—
but would have welcomed any proof you
could submit—as I requested of the other
union officials—that specific language in any
of the various bills would hamper legitimate
organizational and collective bargaining ac-
tivities of unions, My conception of the
duty of a legislator requires more than
simply voting by labels or adjectives un-
supported by fact and logic.

Requiring democratic procedures and hon-
esty in handling funds in labor organiza-
tions cannot possibly harm the rank-and-
file union member, though it may well curb
dictatorial officials insensitive to their posi-
tion of trust with respect to the rights and
the funds of those they represent. Shield-
ing innocent third parties, managers, em-
ployees and consumers, from being drawn
into someone else’s labor dispute and pre-
venting “sweetheart’ contracts and represen-
tation not actually desired by the free choice
of employees are reforms demonstrated by
the McClellan committee Investigations to
be necessary and should not impair legiti-
mate union activities.

Consequently, it is a misrepresentation to
describe legislation designed to achieve these
goals and no other as “punitive,” “repres-
sive” or “killer” legislation.

I believe my colleagues, like myself, are
far more likely to be impressed by logic than
by threats.

To assist in advising the working men and
women of my district on this very important
issue, I will be happy to send a copy of your
letter and of this reply to anyone living in
the Second Congressional Distriet of Michi-
gan whose name and address you furnish me.

Sincerely,
GEORGE MEADER.

Mr. Speaker, as one might expect, Mr,
Carey’s threats did not go unnoticed by
the public. As an example I include at
this point an interesting commentary
from the August 23, 1959, edition of the
Jackson (Mich.) Citizen Patriot:

JAMES CAREY'S MISTAKE

Leaders of organized labor in America ap-
parently have become panicky since their de-
feat on the Landrum-Griffin bill in the House.
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And men in that state of mind are likely
to make mistakes.

That is probably what James B. Carey,
AFL-CIO vice president, did with his “we’ll-
get-you" letters to Members of the House who
voted for the labor bill.

The action is all the more strange because
there are precedents which prove that the
tactics are wrong.

Labor was unable to defeat the Taft-
Hartley bill, even with all the pressure that
was applied and with a veto by former Presi-
dent Harry S. Truman.

After the debacle, labor took after the
late Senator Robert A. Taft, throwing all of
its power into an effort to “get” him.

The result was the greatest political victory
in the Ohlo Senator's career. The opposi-
tion of labor almost made him President.

More recently, the passage of the Landrum-
Grifin bill in the House showed the in-
effectiveness of the Carey type of politics.

Labor lobbyists swarmed over the Capitol,
applying all the pressure they could, They
lost because the people rallied behind the
controversial measure.

It is likely that many of the Congressmen
followed the wishes of theilr constituents
with some misgivings. They know that the
voice of the people is loud, when it is heard,
but that the public generally will not remain
“steamed up” over a given issue for any great
length of time; that to the men who work
at politics every day in the year can be very
effective.

That is why traditional politiclans fade
out of sight when hit by a successful re-
form movement. They carefully avoid stir-
ring up any controversy until the reformers
lose interest.

Thus Carey's letters handed the Con-
gressmen exactly the ammunition they need
to rally support when they come up for re-
election. The letters will be carefully pre-
served to be brought out at campaign time
to remind the people that their will pre-
vailed.

And if Carey goes through with his threat
to punish “labor's enemies” he will reelect
a lot of men who voted for the Landrum-
Griffin bill.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Carey threatens to
“do all in our power to prove to the
working men and women” in my con-
gressional district, the second of Mich-
igan, that I have cast my “lot against
them” and that “they should fherefore
take appropriate action at the ballot
box.” That, of course, means he must
conduct an educational campaign.

In my letter, I offered to assist him,
by sending a copy of his letter and a
copy of my reply to any residents of
my district for whom he would furnish
names and addresses.

Vice President Nixon’s Address on Khru-
shchev Visit, Given at American Legion
National Convention in Minneapolis

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WALTER H. JUDD

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks in the REcorp, I

include the following excerpts from the
address given by Vice President RicHARD
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M. Nixon on August 25, 1959, before the
41st National Convention of the Ameri-
can Legion in Minneapolis, Minn. Mr.
Nixon dealt forthrightly with the Khru-
shchev visits—and how we should con-
duct ourselves, correctly civil and with-
out demonstrations, in order, if possible,
to convince the Communist dictator that
the American people and their Govern-
ment are strong, resolute, and united in
opposition to his plans for achieving
world domination by force or otherwise:

EXCERPTS OF REMARKS OF THE VICE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES AT THE 415T NATIONAL
CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION,
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., AUGUST 25, 1959

I recognize that there are a substantial
number of Americans in this audience and
throughout the Nation who are deeply con-
cerned about the visit of Mr. Khrushchev to
the United States. There are many who be-
lieve that no good and much harm can come
from such a visit.

There is no guestion but that there are
minus as well as plus factors in appraising
the possible results of the Eisenhower-
Khrushchev exchange of visits. On balance,
I believe the decision to invite Mr. Ehru-
shchev to come to the United States was
correct.

In indicating my reasons for reaching this
conclusion, may I first remind you of the
background from which I speak. I have
made a comprehensive study of the philos-
ophy, tactics, and strategy of communism as
set forth by Marx, Lenin, Stalin, and other
Communist leaders. On the basis of those
studies, I know that Communists throughout
the world are united in working for one
objective, Communist rule over all the people
of the world.

I know from experience that the Commu-
nist Party in the United States, like all Com=
munist Parties throughout the world, is
directed and controlled from Moscow and has
in the past and will in the future engage
in espionage and subversion in order to serve
the interests of Communist governments
wherever they are opposed to those of the
United States or other free nations. And I
can vividly recall that it was just a little over
a year ago Communist-led mobs made an
unsuccessful attempt on my life in Venezuela.

I have just returned from the Soviet Union
where I have had the opportunity to speak
at length with Mr. Ehrushchev and to ap-
praise the present tactics and strategy of the
world Communist movement. On the basis
of that visit, I can say unequivocally that the
only significant change in Communist tactics
since the death of Stalin is that Mr. Khru-
shchev and other Communist leaders now
say they will accomplish their objective of
world domination without resort to war.

Subversion and espionage in the United
States and other non-Communist countries
continue to be directed and supported by the
Communist Party of the US.S.R. The rigid
positions of the Soviet Government on such
issues as Berlin, disarmament, setting up an
inspection system for prevention of surprise
attack, and ending atomic tests, are the same
now as they were before these visits were
announced.

It would be naive and wishful thinking to
assume that the visit of Mr. Ehrushchev to
the United States will result in any basic
change in the Communist objective of world
domination or their adherence to policies de-
signed to achieve that goal.

We should be under no illusions that Mr,
Ehrushchev's belief in the superiority of the
Communist system will be changed in any
significant respect by his seeing the great
productivity of the American economy.
Everything he sees in the Unlted States will
be seen through Communist eyes and the
picture will be distorted or magnified so that
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it fits into the rigld description of free so-
cieties which the Communist doctrine has
painted for over 100 years.

Nor should we be under any illusions that
better understanding between the Soviet
leaders and ourselves is all that is needed to
resolve our differences and to assure peace.
There are some deep and basic conflicts of
interest and ideology which all the good will
and mutual understanding in the world will
not settle. Charm, words of friendship, gra-
cious toasts, are not going to have the
slightest effect in deterring Mr. Khrushchev
from his basic objectives.

What useful purpose then will this visit
serve? Putting it in its simplest terms, while
understanding alone will not bring peace,
misunderstanding could provoke war. And
it 1s because his visit can serve to reduce
the possibilities of such misunderstanding
that it could contribute to the chance that
we can settle our differences without war
and, therefore, deserves the approval of the
American people.

What does Mr. Khrushchev really believe
about the United States and the free world?

Based on my conversations with him and
my analysis of the statements he has made,
publicly and privately, through the years,
here is a thumbnail sketch of a man who
holds in his hands the greatest power any
one man has ever held in the history of
civilization—who by his decision alone could
press the button which could start a chain
reaction which would destroy civilization as
we know it.

First, here are some things he believes
which are true. He is aware of the fact that
the United States has great military strength.
‘While he constantly boasts of his superiority
in the missile fleld, he has publicly stated
in his speech at Dnepropetrovsk on July 28
that no nation today can initiate a war with-
out suffering terrible destruction in return.

He knows the United States is a rich coun-
try economically with a high standard of
living. He has paid us the compliment of
setting as the Soviet goal catching up with
and passing the United States in the pro-
duction of consumer goods.

I believe he is convinced that President
Eisenhower is a man who wants peace and
who insists that the United States remain
strong only because he believes this is the
way to keep peace.

But he also has some dangerous misconcep-
tions about the United States and the free
world which, in the mind of a man with such
awesome power in his hands, constitute a
terrible risk to the peace of the world.

Here are some of the things he presently
believes about us and our policies:

“Freedom in the United States exists only
for those who have money and power and
not for the working people.”

“Capltalists in the United States have
turned the soclety in which they rule into
a paradise for the rich and a hell for the
poor—a kingdom of the dollar, of harsh
exploitation of millions of people to enrich
& handful of monopolists.”

“In the United States and other free
countries the working people are given the
right to vote for various representatives of
the ruling class but have no right to par-
ticipate in the work of the legislative bodies.”

““However beautifully the ideologists of im-
perialism may dress up the capitalist system,
it still remains a system by which millions
of people are enslaved by a comparatively
small handful of exploiters, a system in
which poverty and mass unemployment
reign.”

The words I have just quoted are not mine
but his—taken directly from his public
statements, And these ideas he reiterated
to me in my conversations with him. Be-
cause he believes these things he has reached
other conclusions which he has stated to me
and to others who have talked with him:
that millions of people in the United States
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do not support the President in his firm
stand against Communist aggression; that
both of our major political parties are con-
trolled by a few rich monopolists and are
not responsive to the will of the people;
that our economy has reached its peak and
is on the way down; that the nations of
the free world allilance are divided and when
the chips are down will not unite in resist-
ing aggression,

Put yourself in his place. If you pos-
sessed great military strength with uncon-
trolled and absolute power to wuse that
strength to accomplish your purposes; if
also you were fanatically dedicated to the
philosophy that your economic and political
system should and would rule the world; and
if in addition you believed you were con-
fronted by opponents who were divided an
who lacked the will to resist aggression,
would you not be tempted to be far more
aggressive in your policies than if you had
other ideas as to the strength and will to
resist of those who might oppose your aims?

Mr. KEhrushchev will be here for only a
relatively brief time, but, in his conversa-
tions with President Eisenhower and in his
trip across the country, there is no doubt in
my mind but that he will see and hear some
things which will change his preconceived
notions about the United States and which
in turn will give him pause before he em-
barks on a course of action in the future
which might be contrary to our vital in-
terests.

He will find that not only are we strong
militarily and economically, but that the
American people have the will to use their
strength to defend our freedom or the free-
dom of others any place in the world. He
will find that the overwhelming majority of
the American people are as dedicated to our
system as he is to his. He will find that we
will no more tolerate being pushed around
than will he.

In a nutshell, if we are to have a Soviet
leader with such power in his hands, it is
better to have one who knows the world
than one who is isolated in the Kremlin.

But what about the dangers of such a
visit? There are some who fear that the
American people will be lulled into a false
sense of security and trust by this ex-
change. I think that those who believe this
to be the case underestimate the intelligence
of both our people and our leaders.

It is true that throughout American his-
tory we have a record of being a trusting
and forgiving people in our relations with
other people, but it is also true that we are
a people who do not like our trust betrayed
and when it is we react accordingly.

When President Eisenhower meets Mr.
Khrushchev, you can be sure he will have
in mind: The record of major treaties and
agreements broken by the Soviet Govern-
ment—>50 out of 52 since 1933; the fact that
subversive activities against the United
States and the governments of other free na-
tions continue despite Soviet protestations
to the contrary. There will be fresh in his
memory the fact that Mr. Ehrushchev falled
to carry out the commitments made at the
last Geneva Conference and instead en-
couraged and stimulated Communist prob-
ing actions against the free world in the
Middle East and the Far East. And if there
was any doubt that we would go into this
conference with our eyes open, the Soviet
Government’s support of the Communist
forces in Laos provides a grim and timely
warning of what we should expect.

I have had the rare opportunity of seeing
both Mr. Khrushchev and President Elsen-
hower in action both publicly and privately,
and I can assure you that the fears of those
who believe that President Eisenhower may
be taken in or bluffed by Mr. Ehrushchev
are completely without foundation. There is
no doubt whatever but that the interests of
the United States and the free world will
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be vigorously, firmly and aggressively rep-
resented by the President in this meeting.

Another objection to the visit is the pos-
sible effect on our allles. The President's
trip to Bonn, Paris, and London provides a
complete answer to this objectlon. As the
President has made abundantly clear, it is
not the American way to negotiate, in the
absence of our allies, problems that vitally
concern their future. We reject the concept
that two great powers—the United States
and the U.S.5.R.—should decide the fate of
other peoples without consultation with
them.

A major objection to the visit is the effect
it may have on the captive peoples of East-
ern Europe. You can be sure, however, that
under no circumstances will this exchange
of visits result in statements or actions on
the part of the United States indicating our
approval or acquiescence in the status of the
peoples of Eastern Europe.

We do not question the right of the peo-
ple of these countries, or any other for that
matter, to have a Socialist or Communist
government if they so desire. But we be-
lieve that all people should have a right to
choose the kind of government they want.
The people of the satellite nations of East-
ern Europe have never had an opporfunity
to exercise that right since World War II.
We recognize that their right of choice can-
not be obtalned by armed intervention on
our part. A so-called war of liberation
would liberate only dead bodies and ruined
cities. But we will continue to support
through peaceful means realization of the
objectives that the peoples of these satellite
countries be given the opportunity to choose
the kind of government they want.

I believe that the American people should
give Mr. Ehrushchev a courteous reception
when he visits the United States. I do not
suggest this because I belleve a courteous
reception is golng to affect one way or the
other his ideas about our system, but be-
cause this is the American way of doing
things. Visitors in our country, regardless
of how much we disagree with them, should
not be subjected to the rowdyism and riots
for which the Communists were responsible
when I was in South America.

The discussions President Eisenhower will
have with Mr. Ehrushchev, involving as they
do such basic differences and conflict of in-
terest, will be difficult at best. In the cause
of the peace with justice that we all want,
let us by our conduct see that those discus-
silons are conducted in the best possible
climate.

Labor Legislation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. VICTOR L. ANFUSO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr, ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, before
leaving on an official trip to London
where I am scheduled to address the
Congress of the International Astronau-
tical Federation early in September in
my capacity as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on International Cooperation and
Security of the House Committee on
Science and Astronautics, I want fo
reiterate my views on labor legislation as
considered by the House.

During the discussions on the floor of
the House, I stated that it was most un-
fair to strike at legitimate unionism and
to foreclose the rights of working people
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which required many years of hard work
and determination to achieve. It was
my feeling that enactment of the Lan-
drum-Griffin bill would be a decided
step in the direction of outlawing or
controlling labor because many of labor's
rights are denied in that bill, For fhat
reason I voied against the Landrum-
Griffin bill.

It was also my view that political
motives were behind the effort to adopt
the Landrum-Griffin bill, and I could not
see the logic or reasoning in making a
political football out of the bread-and-
butter problem of millions of Americans.

I also opposed the bill because it was
a piece of legislation which struck blind-
1y at labor, the guilly and the innocent
alike, the racketeers and those seeking
to eliminate racketeering. This is a
wrong approach. We must not throw
all of labor into the discard or cast
shadows of doubt upon all of organized
labor. The racketeers are a small per-
cent of organized labor and they must be
weeded out,

The Landrum-Griffin bill, for example,
outlaws all types of picketing, except
where a plant or factory is on strike.
Organized picketing has been established
and recognized over the years as a peace-
ful and democratic method. By elimi-
nating or outlawing such picketing we
actually empower employers to exploit
those working for them, paying them low
wages, and forcing them to work longer
hours. The only type of pickefing I
would oppose would be in instances
where it is used as blackmail or abused
for racketeering purposes.

Thus, the Landrum-Griffin bill affords
no protection for the working people,
but actually opens up possibilities for
their exploitation and the denial of their
rights which they have gained over the
past half century or more. It will only
help to depress the working conditions
and the standard of living of the labor-
ing masses of this country. In so doing,
we shall not bring about a higher stand-
ard of living, but we will lower it for
huge segments of our population and this
will have a tremendous effect on our
whole economy. When labor will not be
able to buy the things we produce, when
its purchasing power will drop, the whole
Nation will feel it.

The Landrum-Griffin bill also bans the
so-called “hot cargo” provisions, which
is nothing more than a device to main-
tain nonunion conditions. This is an un-
fair labor practice for it denies unions
the right and the opportunity to protect
themselves against ruthless employers.

Finally, the Landrum-Griffin bill is
hurting legitimate union organization
which is seeking to establish the same
pay for the same work for all working
people in the country,

I hope and trust that when the confer-
ence report on the labor bill is brought
back for final consideration by both
Houses of Congress, all or most of these
objectionable features will have been de-
leted or so amended as not to hurt legiti=-
mate labor unions. We must not turn
the clock back. The people of America
want to see reform in the ranks of labor,
not revenge or the destruction of labor’s
achievements.
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The Specific Issue at Stake in the Sulli-
van Amendment—Comment on Wash-
ington Post Editorial on Food Stamp
Proposal

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, the
Washington Post carried an editorial
today under the heading “Surpluses for
the Hungry” discussing the food stamp
amendment which I submitted here last
Thursday to the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act, known as
Public Law 480, governing the disposal
of surplus food here and overseas.
While endorsing generally the idea of
getting more of our huge surplus of farm
produce to the needy in our own coun-
try, the Post raises some questions about
my amendment which I am glad to try
to answer, and which I think should be
answered.

Otherwise, in view of the prestige of
the Washington Post and its reputation
for fairness, accuracy, and humanitar-
ianism, many of the Members of the
Congress who voted for my food stamp
amendment last week may begin to won-
der whether it was they rather than the
editorial writer of the Post who misun-
derstood what it was we were voting for.
COMMITTEE REPORT COVERED ALL CRITICISMS

All of the reservations about the bill
made in the editorial, particularly those
quoting opponents on the Republican
side, were, I thought, fully answered in
the debate which preceded passage of
the bill, as well as having been answered
thoroughly, I thought, in the report of
the House Committee on Agriculture on
H.R. 1359, the bill which I added to the
surplus disposal bill as an amendment.
The committee views are stated in House
Report No. 907.

Taking the statements in the edito-
rial one by one in order, however, might
be a good way to set the record straight.
The editorial starts out as follows:

SURPLUSES FOR THE HUNGRY

It is easy to see why the House added to
the surplus disposal bill the amendment by
Congresswoman SvLrivaNn authorizing the
Becretary of Agriculture to set up a food
stamp plan for distribution of surplus com-
modities to needy families in this country.
There is a sirong sentiment in Congress be-
hind the use of crops that bulge Govern-
ment warehouses to help friends abroad.
Along with this goes a general feeling that
surplus food should also be going into
empty stomachs in this country. So the
House voted by a large majority to let the
Secretary of Agriculture distribute such
food, preferably through commercial chan-
nels, along with stamps that would entitle
needy persons to obtain the food, up to the
value of a billion dollars a year.

We think the gemeral principle on which
the House acted Is unquestionably sound.
So long as there are hungry people in the
United States, surplus food held by the
Government ought to be used to relieve
them. It would be strange, indeed, to sub-
sidize the shipment of unneeded farm crops
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abroad to relieve hunger and deny similar
relief to American people. But that is not
the specific issue at stake in the Sullivan
amendment.

FOREIGN DONATIONS OF FOOD FAR EXCEED

DOMESTIC

Mr. Speaker, I interrupt the editorial
at that point to say that it is exactly
that fact which is and was a specific
issue at stake in the Sullivan amend-
ment. We have spent over $5 billion
since 1954 in gifts and “sales” of food
to nations overseas whereas in the same
5-year period the total of all domestic
donations of food—including the school
lunch program and food given to State
institutions, and so forth, as well as the
total value of all food given to needy
persons—has come to less than one-
tenth of the value of the food given
away or “sold” abroad.

I place the words “sales” and “sold”
in quotation marks because, as we all
know, foreign “sales” under title I of
Public Law 480 are sales for foreign cur-
rency which is then given or lent back
to the country “buying” the food.

To be serupulously fair about dona-
tions as opposed to “sales,” the record
shows that the Federal Government
spent $1,232, 419,000 on outright dona-
tions of food to the peoples of other coun=-
tries under title ITI of Public Law 480 in
the 5-year period, and an additional
$546,130,000 under title II—famine and
similar emergency relief—and in the
process we spent $100 million on ocean
freight charges alone. This was to help
feed the needy of other countries—a very
worthwhile cause. But in that same pe-
riod, of 5 years, we have given away only
about $400 million worth of food to all
recipients in this country—and the pre-
ponderant share of that went to the
school lunch program.

In the 1958 fiscal year, $272 million
worth of food was given to needy persons
overseas, and $75 million was given to
needy persons in this country, outside of
the school lunch program. They re-
ceived $76 million worth of surplus food.
State institutions received another $33
million. Obviously, therefore, we have
not done, and are not doing, enough to
help our own needy, compared to what
we are doing for those of other coun-
tries. The record shows it. This, there-
fore, was very definitely one of the spe-
cific issues at stake in the Sullivan
amendment and one of the reasons why
232 Members of the House voted for it.

Now, to continue with the Washington
Post editorial, Mr. Speaker, it said:

Representative Lamp pointed out that 20
million school children and needy persons,
in this country, are already benefiting from
Federal surplus food. The Government
packages food and ships it to the States free
of charge, leaving the distribution to local
agencies. According to Congresswoman
May, the Sullivan amendment would do
nothing more than relieve the States of the
expense of distributing these surplus foods.
REACHING THE NEEDY ON FUBLIC ASSISTANCE

Mr. Speaker, to say that we do not need
any expansion of the surplus food dis-
tribution program in this country be-
cause 20 million school children and
needy persons are receiving some of the
food now is to lump more than 14 million
school children into the category of
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“needy.” This figure includes all the
children now participating in the Federal
school lunch program. Many of them
are indeed from needy families, As the
Washington Post's own Eve Edstrom
pointed out in her series of articles on
hungry children in the District of Co-
lumbia, a school lunch would be the only
hot and nourishing food some children
would get. But most school children
participating in the school lunch pro-
gram in the Washington area or in any
other area of the country are not hun-
gry children from substandard homes.
Furthermore, out of the 5 million or
so needy people now receiving surplus
food under the Department of Agricul-
ture program now in effect, the prepon-
derance are not people on public assist-
ance, but are workers temporarily
unemployed in the hard-hit distressed
areas. They and their families need the
help of this surplus food, that I do not
dispute. But less than half of those re-
ceiving food are the people on public
assistance for whom the food stamp plan
is most necessary. Furthermore, the
2% million people on public assistance
who now receive surplus food, usually
because they live in the distressed areas,
make up only about one-third of the
total of Americans on various forms of
public assistance. As I pointed out in
the debate, if you are on public assist-
ance, you can be just as hungry in a city
which has low unemployment as in one
which has unemployment of a high
enough level to justify the expenditure
of large amounts of local funds for
surplus food distribution.
LOCAL DISTRIBEUTION COSTLY AND INEFFICIENT

The food stamp plan would not only
save these huge and burdensome local
costs—so high as to prevent about two-
thirds of the Nation’s counties from par-
ticipating—but would also allow for a
more orderly method of distributing the
food through the stores, rather than on
a once-a-month basis at some central
depot. And the Federal Government, in
utilizing the regular stores in this plan,
could save many hundreds of thousands
of dollars in packaging and processing
and storing the commodities and shut-
tling these surplus foods around the
country.

Primarily, however, we would get
away from this grim spectacle of poor
old people once a month being called to
line up at a central depot for a great
big package of dried and powdered
food items for them to lug home how-
ever they can. A food stamp plan op-
erating through the stores would per-
mit them to obtain food items as
needed, weekly or oftener, and in fresh
rather than powdered form.

Mr. Speaker, the Washington Post edi-
torial then adds:

One other factor has been emphasized by
Becretary Benson. The Commodity Credit
Corporation, he says, is not a glant super-
market. More than 85 percent of its sur-
pluses consist of corn, cotton, wheat, rice,
peanuts, and tobacco. Since the CCC could
distribute only surplus crops, obviously it
could not provide a well-rounded diet. It is
not clear how much actually would be gained
by a food stamp plan to make the products
of a few surplus commodities available in
commercial stores.
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WOT JUST STORABLE BASIC COMMODITIES

I interrupt the editorial at this point,
Mr, Speaker, to say that here the Wash-
ington Post has apparently completely
misunderstood the purpose of the food
stamp proposal and the suggested me-
chanics of such a plan. The committee
report on HR. 1359, House Report No.
907, went into this whole question in
great detail. I included relevant ex-
cerpts from the House committee report
as part of my remarks in the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of August 20, prior to
House passage of the bill.

Let me acknowledge that Mr. Benson
does not want a food stamp plan, or any
other plan for expanding the present
food distribution program. He has said
he does not want it because it would in-
volve some additional expenditures. But
on this point quoted by the Post edito-
rial, he cannot be speaking of the food
stamp plan contained in H.R. 1359 and
agreed to by the House last week as
part of Public Law 480. For under my
amendment, not only storable items in
surplus but all agricultural commodities,
including the perishables, in periodic
surplus and eligible for removal by use
of section 32 funds, could be included
in the food distribution. Right now,
this could include, in addition to the
cornmeal, flour, rice, and powdered milk
now being given out, and the butter and
cheese previously donated, such items as
poultry, fresh—rather than powdered—
eggs, pork products, fresh—rather than
powdered—milk, other dairy products,
and any fresh vegetables in such tem-
porary surplus as to depress the markef.
In other words, all of the items the Sec-
retary can now legally donate to the
school lunch program under section 32
or sell for foreign currencies under Pub-
lic Law 480 could also be included in the
food stamp plan.

He has limited his use of section 32
funds almost entirely to foods which
can be used in the school lunch pro-
gram. The farmer complains about
this, pointing out that section 32 has
much broader powers than that Mem-
bers of Congress from areas now par=-
tipating in the surplus food distribution
program also complain, pointing out that
section 32 funds can be and should be
used to provide a greater variety of sur-
plus foods for the needy. Under the food
stamp plan, the market for these ad-
ditional items of surplus foods would be
ready made. The need is certainly
there from the standpoint of both the
farmer and the needy.

Mr. Speaker, the Post editorial states
in conclusion:

Probably the flow of these commodities
into consumption by needy families ought
to be stepped up. But there are substantial
advantages in letting the States choose their
own means of distributing help to their
needy citizens. From the national point of
view the important thing is making the

food avallable—not a particular method of
distribution.

In reply to that, Mr. Speaker, I might
say that nearly all of the Senators who
recently testified before the Senate Agri-
culture Committee on the surplus food
disposal program in their areas made the
point that adequate help is not getting
to the people who need it most because
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of the deficiencies of the present distri-
bution program. And they nearly all
urged a food stamp plan be adopted.

WASHINGTON POST DEMONSTRATED GENUINE
CONCERN

The Washington Post has been an
active and effective proponent of feed-
ing our hungry in this country out of
the great abundance of our harvests,
and I want to make clear that in making
these comments on the editorial which
appeared today I am in no sense imply-
ing any lack of sympathy by the Post
for the people who would benefit from
a food stamp plan. The newspaper has
proved its humaniftarianism in many,
many ways.

But I know the Post likes to present
its case accurately, and in this instance
I think it made a mistake in taking as
its text for the editorial the casual and
inaccurate statements of a Secretary of
Agriculture who sees in this surplus food
only a big storage and budgetary head-
ache, not the blessing it could be in meet-
ing poverty and want in our midst. His
objections to the food stamp plan were
fully reported to the House Agriculture
Committee. All of these issues were
brought up in the hearings.

The report of the House committee
fully explains why the Secretary’s objec-
tions were rejected. I recommend to
anyone interested in knowing both the
good and bad things about the present
distribution program and the good and
bad of the proposed food stamp plan
that he read the report of the House
Agriculture Committee on H.R. 1359,
House Report No. 907.

There is one big fault with the food
stamp bill as reported by the committee
and as included as an amendment to
Public Law 480. It is that it merely
provides discretionary authority to the
Secretary of Agriculture to initiate such
a program. As I introduced the bill, it
would have directed and required him to
institute it.

Kennedy and Anfuso Honored by
Morgenstern Foundation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. VICTOR L. ANFUSO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr, ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, Senator
Joun F. Kennepy and I were honored
today by the Morris Morgenstern Foun-
dation of New York which presented to
us, at a special ceremony in Senator
KennEDY's office, parchment replicas of
the famous letter written by George
Washington in 1790 to the Touro Syna-
gogue in Newport, R.I. These awards
were presented to us by Mr. Morris Mor-
genstern, the founder of the foundation
bearing his name, for “their inspira-
tional efforts in combatting bigotry.”

Senator Kennepy and I were privi-
leged to be the first to receive this award,
which will be presented annually by the
foundation to national figures for their
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efforts in combating bigotry and per-
secution. The award has as its text
President Washington’s statement in his
letter of 1790 in which he assured the
Jewish congregation of Newport that the
United States will give “to bigotry no
sanction, to persecution no assistance.”

In the summer of the year 1790, after
the troubled years of the American
Revolution, the first President of the
United States made a tour of the coun-
try. He came to the little seafaring town
of Newport, R.I., in the part of the coun-
try colonized by the great champion of
religious liberty, Roger Williams. The
people of Newport turned out to greet
President Washington.

Moses Seixas, sexton of the Hebrew
congregation of Newport, who was a
friend of Washington's, sent him a warm
letter of welcome. Washington's reply
to this letter of welcome, addressed to
the Hebrew congregation of Newport, is
today one of the Nation’s most cherished
historical documents. It is an eloquent
expression of American freedom and re-
ligious harmony. In 1946 the Touro
Synagogue in Newport, which is now
about 200 years old, was dedicated as a
national shrine.

The words “to bigotry no sanction”
have played a vital role in the life of
Morris Morgenstern, well-known mil-
lionaire financier, philanthropist, and
realtor, who resides in Long Beach, N.Y.

Owner of the original letter by George
Washington, in which this quote appears,
Mr. Morgenstern is a firm believer that
George Washington was the personifica-
tion of the American ideal of freedom.
As long as he can remember, he has been
a crusader of the principles of tolerance
expounded by our first President.

Through his efforts, the Washington
letter has been seen by millions as part
of the Freedom Train Exhibition and at
universities in various parts of the coun-
try. It is now on display at the B'nai
B'rith Building in Washington, D.C.

The 78-year-old president of Morris
Morgenstern & Son is more anxious to-
day to spread the word of George Wash-
ington than ever before.

Morris Morgenstern, as an individual,
has probably financed more building
than anyone else in the United States.
But he is not happy being just a success-
ful businessman. For years he has
found time to help good causes and
actively support various organizations,
regardless of race or religion.

In 1949 he created the Morris Morgen-
stern Foundation, “to aid men and
women of every creed, race, and ances-
try to contribute their highest gifts to
the development of our national culture.”

Through his efforts, the Levittown
Jewish Center was enabled to expand
from its original facilities accommodat-
ing a handful of children to a synagogue
of prime status in Long Island.

He was also drafted by the directors of
the West Side Branch of the YMCA to
be chairman of a committee to raise
funds to provide decent recreational fa-
cities for the boys living in Hell's
Kitchen.

Judge Albert Conway brought to Mr.
Morgenstern’s attention the fact that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

although children of other faiths were
provided with houses of worship at the
Ten Mile River Boys Scout Camp, the
Jewish boys were not so provided. Mr.
Morgenstern made the necessary funds
available for construction of what is now
known as the Synagogue in the Pines.

The list of agencies which he helps is
endless. They include the Brooklyn He-
brew Home and Hospital for the Aged;
the Infants Home of Brooklyn; the Ca-
thedral Club; Yeshiva University; Cardi-
nal Spellman’s Foundling Home, among
others.

Born in Russia, Morris was brought to
the United States at the age of 4. Be-
cause his family was poor, he had to give
up school and start working. At 14, he
borrowed some money and went into the
business of manufacturing seltzer bot-
tles. Eventually he began dabbling in
real estate and founded the finance firm
he now heads.

Mr, Morgenstern — known affection-
ately as “M.M" by his friends—has been
the personal guest of Vice President
Nrixon. Dr. Jonas Salk, the conqueror of
polio, recently hailed Mr. Morgenstern
for his humanitarian work. He has re-
ceived citations from Presidents Roose-
velt, Truman and most recently Eisen-
hower, for his invaluable efforts in be-
half of the sick, poor, and needy of all
races and creeds.

The text of the George Washington
letter follows:

To the Hebrew Congregation in Newport, R.I.

GENTLEMEN: While I recelve, with much
satisfaction, your address replete with ex-
pressions of affection and esteem, I rejoice
in the opportunity of assuring you, that I
shall always retain a grateful remembrance
of the cordial welcome I experienced in my
visit to Newport, from all classes of citizens.

The reflection on the days of difficulty and
danger which are past is rendered the more
sweet, from a consclousness that they are
succeeded by days of uncommon prosperity
and security. If we have wisdom to make
the best use of the advantages with which
we are now favored, we cannot fail, under
the just administration of a good Govern-
ment, to become a great and a happy people.

The citizens of the United States of Amer-
iea have a right to applaud themselves for
having given to mankind examples of an
enlarged and liberal policy, a policy worthy
of imitation. All possess alike liberty of
conscience and immunities of citizenship.
It is now no more that toleration is spoken
of, as if it was by the indulgence of one class
of people that another enjoyed the exercise,
of their inherent natural rights. For hap-
pily the Government of the United States,
which gives to bigotry no sanction, to per-
secution no assistance requires only that
they who live under its protection should de-
mean themselves as good citizens, in glving
it on all occasions their effectual support.

It would be inconsistent with the frank-
ness of my character not to avow that I am
pleased with your favorable opinion of my
administration, and fervent wishes for my
felicity. May the children of the stock of
Abraham, who dwell in this land, continue
to merit and enjoy the good will of the other
inhabitants, while every one shall sit in
safety under his own vine and figtree, and
there shall be none to make him afraid. May
the father of all mercies scatter light and
not darkness in our paths, and make us
all in our several vocations useful here, and
in his own due time and way everlastingly

happy.
G. WASHINGTON.
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Distinguished Service to Agriculture
Award to Senator Frank Carlson

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS

OF MISSOURL
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, at the 45th annual meeting of the
Missouri Farmers Association at Colum-
bia, Mo., on August 24, the Honorable
Franxk CarLsoN, Senator from Kansas,
received the award for distinguished
service to agriculture. Following is the
citation used by the president, Fred V.
Heinkel, in presenting the award:

Because of your genuine interest and lead-
ership in the encouragement of farmer owned
aud controlled cooperative associlations and
your sincere and demonstrated friendship for
farmers; and because of your particular and
thorough understanding of the difficult prob-
lems involved in the production and market-
ing of our great wheat crop, and your dedi-
cation to finding a solution to these prob-
lems, a solution which is of vital importance
to the farmers of Missouri, Kansas, and the
rest of the Midwest's great Wheat Belt, we
feel that you have fully earned and deserve
the highest honor and award the Missouri
Farmers Association has to offer.

Therefore, the board of directors of the
Missourl Farmers Assoclation has voted
unanimously to bestow upon you the MFA’s
award for distinguished service to agricul-
ture.

Frep V., HEINKEL,
President,

Mr. Speaker, I am happy that the Mis-
souri Farmers Association honored our
distinguished colleague from our adjoin-
ing sister State. Hereafter follows the
speech of the Honorable FRANK CARLSON
delivered on this auspicious occasion:

SPEECH BY SENATOR FRANK CARLSON, ANNUAL
MEETING, MISSOURI FARMERS ASSOCIATION,
Inc., Corumera, Mo., AvcusT 24, 1959
It is an honor and a privilege for me to

appear on your program today. We folks in

Eansas have always had a great respect for

the farmer in Missourli and especially for

your active, hard hitting Missourl Farmers

Association.

After accepting your kind invitation to
speak here today, I spent some time think-
ing about a wide range of toplecs which I
would have liked to discuss with you. As
you probably know, a Senator becomes in-
volved in so many activities today that he
has dificulty in keeping up to date in any
one field. After considering several alter-
natives, I decided to try to organize my
thoughts and observations regarding the
current impasse which has developed in the
farm policy field.

I ask, What, if any, progress has been made
in national farm policy in the past 30 years?

I ask, Why do we find it so difficult to
reach a common agreement on desirable re-
vislons in farm price support legislation?

And finally, I ask, How and in what man-
ner can we expect to make progress in im-
proving farmers' bargaining power in months
and years immediately ahead?

These are the questions that interest me,
and I believe they are questions in which
you are interested.

When I consider the first question, “What,
if any, progress has been made in national
farm pollcy?” it occurred to me that it was
just 30 years ago that we first made the
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_stabilization of farm prices a national policy
objective. The Agricultural Marketing Act,
the first national legislation having as its
objective the stabilization of farm prices,
was passed in 1920 with the active support
of President Hoover.

Those of you who have as many gray hairs
as I do will remember that the Agricultural
Marketing Act created a Federal Farm Board
with a price stabilization fund of $500 mil-
lion and a charter to assist in the develop-
ment of regional and national marketing
cooperatives. The Board hoped that, with
the help of credit from the $500 million
stabilization fund, these cooperatives would
be able to stabilize market supplies and
prices,

President Hoover, especially anxious that
this new Board should succeed, prevailed up-
on Alexander Legge, the former president of
the International Harvester Co., to become
its first chairman. Soon after taking office
Mr. Legge explained the purpose of the Board
in a U.S. Chamber of Commerce meeting in
these words:

“Nearly 10 years of discussion, controversy,
and compromise led Congress, in its wisdom,
to declare that permanent solution of the
agricultural problem lies in collective action
on the part of the farmers. It created the
Farm Board to help producers organize for
such action, both as to production and mar-
keting of their crops, the purpose being to
enable them to put their industry on eco-
nomic parity with other industries.”

Apparently the chamber of commerce op-
posed farm price stabilization 30 years ago,
just as it does today, for later in the same
speech Mr. Legge sald:

“Is there any reason why those who have
prospered and grown apace through govern=
mental ald and assistance to various indus-
tries should object to the farmer getting
his?

“You fellows, better organized, got yours
while the farmer, unorganized, failed to get
anything

*“The farmers have little or nothing to say
about what their product brings. Costs of
production can be passed along to the buyer
by nearly everyone but the farmer. Unor-
ganized, he has to take for his product what
the other fellow is willing to give him."

No one knows how successful these first
efforts at farm price stabilization would have
been under normal peacetime conditions.
We know, of course, that they were unable to
stem the tide of economic recession which
set in in the fall of 1929,

‘We wusually think of the Federal Farm
Board as having falled in its price stabiliza-
tion efforts. But it was this first Farm
Board experience which convinced Mr. Legge
and other farm leaders that production and
marketing controls were essential for the
success of farm price stabilization policies.

Mr. Legge, with his background of manu-
facturing experience, was a vigorous advocate
of balancing supplies with available markets,
After several years of service, in his letter of
resignation to President Hoover, he included
this significant sentence:

“While there are still a few of the agrl-
cultural leaders who lower their voices when
they speak of production control, yet prac-
tically all of them have accepted the prin-
ciple as essential.”

The production control programs of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration in
the 1930's were a direct outgrowth of the
Farm Board's experience. The Secretary of
Agriculture in 1933 also inaugurated price-
support loans direct to producers. In the
fall of 1938 producers of cotton and corn who
had kept production in line with their allot-
ments were offered loans on their crops at
above-market values. This was the begin-
ning of direct price-support programs as we
know them today.
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The price-support features of the farm
program increased in popularity throughout
the 1930’s. It became increasingly difficult,
however, to hold production in line with
the volume that could be marketed at the
support price levels with continued large
unemployment rolls. Just as a matter of
interest I looked up the records and found
that the loans and inventories of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation increased from
$279 million in 1938 to $1.7 billion at the
end of 1942,

I often wonder how our farm price policy
would have met this problem of growing
stocks in the prewar years if high levels of
employment could have been achieved and
‘World War II could have been avoided.

World War II generated economic forces,
just the opposite of those prevailing in the
1930's, and gave us an opportunity to try
out Government price supports as economic
incentives for increased production. The
experience of the war period was not par-
ticularly revealing, however, for market
prices remained well above support price
levels most of the time.

Production goals replaced guotas and, to
increase production, farmers were given all
possible incentives feasible in view of war-
time conditions. They responded with such
vigor that per capita food consumption (in
part associated with fuller employment)
increased 6 percent. In addition, large
quantities of food were supplied to the
Armed Forces and to our allles.

Sonator AmReN, of Vermont, recently said:
“In fact, the increase in agricultural pro-
duction in America was largely responsible
for winning the war, and was a feat which
was exceeded only by the men in the fighting
forces themselves

“After the war the productive power of
American farms was instrumental in putting
countries of Western Europe and other parts
of the world back on their feet.

“This had hardly been accomplished when
the Eorean war broke out; and there was
increased demand for certain commodities,
particularly wheat.

“Again the American farmer responded.”

The 6 years following the Eorean war have
given us a different kind of experience. It
has been a frustrating experience for farm
leaders, farm program administrators, and
farm-minded legislators.

During the last 6 years net farm income
has been almost $20 billion less than in the
previous 6 years.

Farm prices are now 17 percent lower than
6 years ago and the trend is still downward
in spite of the general business boom in
progress.

Farm production in 1958 was 15 percent
higher than the new record levels achieved
in 1952-58, and total producton in 1959 may
equal or exceed 1958,

We have bartered, sold for local currencies,
and given away at home and abroad $8 bil-
lion of farm products.

Government loans and inventories of farm
products have increased to almost $9 billion
and further increases are expected under
present legislation as currently administered.

Net budget expenditures of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture in the past 6 years
have reached $28 billion.

Prof. Dale Hathaway of Michigan State
University, who spent 1956 on the staff of
the Council of Economic Advisers, made a
widely accepted appraisal of recent U.S. farm
policy in the May issue of the Journal of
Farm Economics. The key points in this
appraisal are as follows:

1. The program probably has maintained
farm income (both in the aggregate and per
capita) at levels higher than would have
existed in the absence of a program. (Other
reputable economists estimate that net farm
income would have been one-fourth or more
lower without supports in recent years.)
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9. The program that has operated has not
seriously impeded agricultural adjustment,
especially the adjustment of the agricultural
labor force.

3. Aggregate agricultural efficiency prob-
ably has not baen impaired by the program.

L] - L

5. Despite the conclusion that our recent
program has not been a major contribution
to the present difficulties in agriculture,
neither has it contributed posltively to a
solution of the problem.

It (the program) has failed, despite mas-
sive expenditures, to bring a solution to
the U.S. farm problem.

To Professor Hathaway's appraisal I should
like to add the following too offen over-
looked facts:

Over the past 30 years, with farm price
supports in operation most of the time, the
cost of food in terms of workers’ earnings
has dropped sharply. A weekly market bas-
ket of food for a family of three which cost
25 percent of the worker’s average weekly
earnings in 1958 would have cost 48 percent
of a worker's weekly earnings 30 years
earlier.

Food costs less in the United States In
terms of workers' wages than anywhere else
in the world. Although Government costs
of farm price support programs are higher
than they should be, they equal only 6 per-
cent of the money spent for food at retail.
If the pro rata share of farm program costs
had been added to the cost of food, workers
in 1958 would have spent only 26 percent
of their weekly earnings for a market basket
of food as compared with 36 percent for the
same food 10 years earlier, and 41 percent
20 years earlier,

Throughout the last two decades, output
per hour of farm labor has increased at a
rate equal to two to three times that of
the nonfarm worker. Largely because of
this rapid increase in efficlency, people have
left the farms in record numbers in the
past 20 years. Yet workers in agriculture,
mostly independent farm operators, receive
less than half as much for their labor as non-
farm workers. The economic benefits of this
increase in efficlency have largely been passed
on to the processors and consumers.

When I reflected on the second guestion,
“Why do we find it so diffieult to reach a
common agreement on desirable revisions
in farm price support legislation?” I found
it especially challenging. Actually, in the
past 6 years I have glven a good deal of
thought to this question. And I have
changed my views somewhat over the period.

In the past several months it has seemed
to me that the single most important factor
has been the wide difference in views as to
the economic facts relating to agriculture.
I am told that for the country as a whole,
perhaps a third of the farmers belleve farm
income will drop sharply if effective supply
management programs are not adopted soon;
an equal number of farmers just as sincerely
believe that farm income will be maintained
at present levels or will be increased by lower
price supports and the removal of produc-
tion restrictions; and the other third of the
farmers are undecided as between these two
points of view.

The proportion of farmers holding each
of these views differs in the different farming
areas. A large majority of the tobacco, cot-
ton, and wheat producers apparently believe
in the need for production controls while
only & minority of the corn and livestock
producers appear ready to accept production
controls or believe them to be feasible for
their products. There also is a wide diversity
of views with respect to the effectiveness of

e controls and of market prices as in-
centives In adjusting supplies to available
markets.

In my opinion if we could more nearly
agree on the relevant economic facts we
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could rather quickly agree on desirable
changes in farm price support legislation.
All of us would prefer more, rather than
less, individual freedom in our farming op-
erations. All of us would prefer to do away
with price support programs and production
controls if farm prices and farm income
would not fall to disastrously low levels.

I am not an economist and it is not my
purpose to attempt a review of all the im-
portant facts relating to farm price support
programs. There are, however, three mis-
conceptions which I would like to clear up.
First, the evidence does not support the
often made assertions that control programs
have been ineflective and that farm price
support programs have stimulated greater
production.

Official statistics compiled by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture show that in the last
5 years production of the basic crops has
been held 21 percent lower than the non-
basics, using 1952-53 (the last 2 years before
acreage controls and marketing quotas were
invoked) as the base period. The produc-
tion of the basic crops, feed grains other than
corn and soybeans (crops increased most
by diversions from the allotment crops) in
the last b years has averaged 2 percent lower
in relation to the 1952-53 base than all other
(non-price-supported) crops. Obviously
production controls have not been as effec-
tive as they should have been but they have
held production in check, as compared with
that of the non-price-supported crops.

Second, the economic facts do not support
the propaganda to the effect that the pro-
ducers of the non-price-supported products,
especially livestock, have demonstrated the
superiority of free market policies in recent
years. In the 6 years 1953-58, on a net basis
94.5 million tons of feed grains and wheat
were removed from commercial market chan-
nels by surplus disposal and Government
storage programs.

Had these additional feed grains and
wheat remained in commercial market chan-
nels, their outlet would have been livestock
feeding. Livestock feed grains supplies
would have been 14 percent larger for the
entire 6-year period. In the absence of price=-
support programs on feed grains and wheat,
total livestock feeding would have been
about 14 percent larger, thus increasing sup-
plies and lowering prices of livestock prod-
ucts generally. 3

Hogs which would have utilized about half
of the increased feed supplies would have
been sent to market in about 16 percent
larger numbers. An increase in marketings
of this magnitude, on the basls of recent De-
partment of Agriculture analyses, would
have lowered hog prices one-third or more
below what they actually were.

While we are discussing farm surpluses
and the effect they have had on farm prices
generally, I want to discuss briefly our crop
surplus problem in EKansas. Wheat is the
basic crop and the farmers are very much
concerned and embittered about the con-
tinuous reminder to the public about the
cost to the taxpayers for the storage of wheat
and cost of the program. Wheat is the politi-
cal football—the whipping boy for those who
do not know the farm problem.

Admittedly, we have a surplus of some
120,917,000 bushels of wheat stocks in all
storage positions as of August 7. On August
7 corn stocks in the United States were
1,033,431,000 bushels and this figure will go
up about 340 million bushels in the next 2
or 3 weeks, or to a total of 1,373 million
bushels,

With the present anticipated corn yleld
this year, corn could also be a great burden
in our farm surplus problem.

Stocks of oats on August 7 were 36,495,000
bushels—grain sorghums 269,912,000 bush-
els,
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I mention these figures because the wheat
farmers of this Natlon have been recelving
the brunt of criticism for surplus crops that
are not limited just to wheat.

The third misconception relates to the
potentialitles of market expansion as a so-
lution for the current imbalance between
supplies and market outlets.

The evidence does not support the opti-
mism often expressed regarding the widen~
ing of markets which will occur with lower
prices. Although I have always supported
programs for market expansion I believe we
should be realistic in our expectations.

In spite of the greatly increased promo-
tional efforts in recent years, 9 percent more
American consumers, with 10 percent higher
real incomes in 1957, bought 11 percent
more food, including more higher cost meats
and fewer cereals and potatoes than in 1952,
Yet farmers received $600 million less for
this food in 1957 than for the smaller quan-
tity taken 5 years earlier.

Prof. Murray Benedict of the University of
California, a long-time student of national
farm policies, says: “* * * go far as food is
concerned, once a nation is as well fed as
ours now is, demand can grow only about as
fast as population grows.”

Official reports show that in the 414 years
of surplus disposal operations ending Decem-
ber 31, 1958, we removed a total of $10.7 bil-
lion of farm products from commercial mar-
kets by disposal and net storage programs,
These disposal and storage programs pro-
vided an outlet for $2.4 billion of farm prod-
ucts a year. Had these extra products moved
through commercial markets, they would
have caused a sharp decline in prices. The
most recent studies available indicate an-
nual farm income would have dropped by at
least twice this amount.

In my opinion far too small a part of our
expanded research programs in recent years
has been devoted to an objective study of
farm price-support program results.

There has been far too much propaganda
based on misconceptions of agriculture’s bas-
ic economic problems. There has been far
too little comprehension of the economic
significance of the output—increasing effects
of rapid technological change in food pro-
duction at a time when the peoples of the
industrialized Western World already are well
fed. There has been far too little under-
standing of the economic effects on farmers
of the market pricing policies of big business
and big labor.

I believe that if we could get widespread
common understanding of the economic facts
and relationships in these flelds it would
not be difficult to reach agreement on desir-
able revisions in price support legislation.

This brings us to a consideration of the
third question, “How and in what manner
can we expect to make progress in the near
future in improving farmers’ bargaining
power?” I hope you won't be disappointed
if I fumble this one a little.

Although I am vitally interested in farm
problems I am not a member of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
Consequently, I have not become involved
in the cross currents of conflicting recom-
mendations which almost overwhelm the
members of the Committee on Agriculture,

As I see 1t, however, producers of the
basic crops—with the exception of corn—
have a tolerable satisfactory history of price
stabilization and supply management
through marketing quotas. Producers of
the more important perishable crops appear
to have learned how to use marketing agree-
ments and marketing orders effectively in
stabilizing their market supplies and prices,

Dairymen have been able to stabilize their
prices with the help of Federal milk-market=
ing orders, where the milk goes into fluid
use and price-supporting Government pur-
chases as mecessary for manufactured dairy
products.
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While it is difficult to discover any clear
trends in recent farm-policy developments,
it appears to me that these groups are likely
to maintain and improve on such price-
stabilization measures as they now have.
As technological progress continues to exe
pand the productive capacity of the agricul-
tural plant faster than markets expand, the
producers of these other products may be
more or less successful in balancing their
supplies with market outlets available at
stable prices and in diverting their unused
resources into feed grain and livestock pro-
duction.

For the farm economy as a whole we are
now producing 6 to 9 percent more prod-
ucts than can be sold in commercial markets
at stable prices. Most of this excess capac-
ity is likely to be diverted into feed and live-
stock production. Since feed grains and
livestock products now make up two-thirds
of total farm marketings, an expansion of
some 8 to 12 percent in feed grains and live-
stock would be necessary to absorb current
excess productive capacity in agriculture.

In addition, stocks of both feed grains and
wheat are excessive. Even though exports
are expanded as much as possible through
continued Public Law 480 programs, it is
probable that a part of these excess stocks
can only be liquidated by feeding them
domestically to livestock.

Every effort must be made to expand our
export of farm commodities. The export of
these farm commodities means not only dol-
lars for farmers, but it has been, and will
continue to be, an important part of a pro=
gram of bringing closer relationships with
countries that do not have an abundant food
supply. Food for peace must be more than
just a slogan; it can and must be a reality.

Recently the Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee, of which I am a member, re-
ported to the Senate a bill, 8. 1771, which is
known as the International Food for Peace
Act of 1959. I am a cosponsor of that bill,

From a humanitarian standpoint, I know
of nothing we can do as a Nation that will
win friends faster and more permanently
than getting food and fiber into the hands
of the needy.

The distribution of this food to under-
developed countries where there are millions
of needy and undernourished people is more
than a commodity-disposal operation; it has
important psychological value. In my opin-
ion, it is one of the most effective forms of
foreign aid.

Although attention was centered on wheat
in this session of Congress, CCC loans and
inventories of feed grains already are 10
percent larger than the loans and inventorles
of wheat. It seems almost certain that by
this time next year CCC investments in feed
grains relative to wheat will be even larger
than at present. Hog prices will be dis-
tressingly low, poultry and egg prices will be
less than fully satisfactory, and cattle prices
will be starting their cyclical decline as mar=-
ketings increase.

If there is anything to the old saying that
necessity is the mother of invention, I am
inclined to believe that in the next year or
two increasing Government stocks of feed
grains and declining livestock prices will
force Midwest farmers to agree upon some
program for improving their bargaining
power.

Undoubtedly, it will have to include plac-
ing a part of our cropland in a conserva-
tion reserve. The central issue that should
recelve a great deal more study and discus-
sion is whether or not more direct market
supply management programs will be needed
to make a conservation reserve program rea-
sonably effective for feed grains and livestock
products.

This has been a rather long statement, but
the agricultural problem today is a complex
and badly misunderstood problem. We and
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the public have been confused by the sub-
stitution of cheerful and hopeful statements
for vital economic facts.

It is my hope that the leaders of our farm
organizations, the farmers themselves, and
our citizens generally will take a realistic
view, with the hope that we may work out a
solution which will maintain price stabliliza-
tion and glve the American farmer his fair
share of our national income,

Home Rule for the District of Columbia

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, on July
28, 1959, I testified before the House
Distriet Committee in support of my bill,
H.R. 4630. My testimony was as follows:

STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER,
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STAaTE oF NEw YoRkK, JuLy 28, 1959

Mr. MuLTeR. For the record, I am ABRAHAM
J. MurTER, Representative from the 13th Dis-
trict of New York,

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members
of the committee, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear here this morning in sup-
port, of home rule for the District of Colum-
bia.

At the outset may I say that I understand
and respect the views of other Members of
Congress who oppose home rule for the Dis-
trict. At the same time I very vigorously and
sincerely disagree with them.

It is my opinion that not only should the
hearings go forward expeditiously, but that
a bill should then be reported to the House
s0 that the House may work its will as to
whether or not the District should have
home rule and if so the form that that home
rule should take.

Mr. McMiLLan, Will the gentleman yield
for a question at that point?

Mr. MuLTER. Surely.

Mr. McMmran. I take it you do not favor
the e rule before the Rules Com-
mittee that would not permit the House to
work its will?

Mr. MurTER. I do not know as of this mo-
ment of a discharge petition, if that is what
you are referring to.

Mr. McMiLran. I am referring to the dis-
charge rule that provides for a l-hour de-
bate on the home rule bills,

Mr. MuovrteER. I do not think a discharge
petition has been filed yet but, most re-
spectfully, I hope it will be filed and I hope
to be one of the first to sign the petition,
and I hope in short order the petition will
be signed and the legislation will be brought
before the House.

Mr. McMmnrayN. Perhaps I misunderstood
you. I understood you to say you wanted
the House to work its will, and the House
cannot work its will on this legislation in
the period of 1 hour.

Mr. MurTer. I understand your statement,
but I do not agree with it and cannot sub-
scribe to it.

[Applause.]

Mr. Davis. Mr. Officer, if anyone attempts
any applause or any other demonstration in
the room, I want you to see who it is and
promptly remove him.

The OFFICER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. Proceed, please, Mr. MULTER.

Mr. MurTER. Addressing myself further for
the moment to Chairman McMILLAN'S Te-
marks, it is my firm opinion that the House
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can work its will on any bill that is brought
before it, whether it comes before it through
the committee procedure of being reported
by a committee and then by a rule, or with=
out either report from the committee or a
rule. And when a discharge petition 1s filed
and it is signed by the necessary number
constituting a majority of the House, that is
the will of the House that the House shall
determine whether they shall pass on the
legislation. That is the first question the
discharge petition puts before the House.
The House can then decide it will not con-
sider the matter, or, on the other hand, if
the majority says it will consider the mat-
ter, the House proceeds to determine what
it will do with the bill and perfect the bill
if that is the will of the majority. It is my
considered opinion that it is and that the
majority will so express itself in favor of
home rule for the District and will bring
forth a bill that will give to the District a
modicum of home rule, probably not as much
as I would like to see, and probably not as
much as other Members would like to see,
but, at the exnense of referring to the cliche
that maybe this is just a foot in the door, I
for one am willing that we get that foot in
the door or that toe in the door and move
forward from that. If we get some kind of
home rule for the District this year, after we
have had some experience under it I hope
we can perfect it and give to the District
more and more home rule.

I have before me the letter from our dis-
tinguished chairman, the gentleman from
SBouth Carolina, Mr. McMiLLAN, dated July
27, which was addressed to me and I believe
to all the authors of other home rule bills,
in which he states that among other things
he will request the chairman of the sub-
committee to insist on all authors of bills
making an oral statement so that we will be
able to get all the information possible on
this subject.

Mr. McMrmLAN. That is correct. That let-
ter was sent to the author of every bill be-
cause this is an Important question and I
think every member who thinks enough of
this question to introduce a bill should come
in and explain how he can get by the Consti-
tution. You are a good lawyer, and we want
you to tell us how you ean get by article I,
section 8, of the Constitution.

Mr. MurTER, I will get to that in a mo-
ment, sir.

I would first like to say that this is rather
an unusual request. The chairman himself,
Mr. McMirLrAN, has been the first to violate
it by having the chairman of the subcom-
mittee read his own statement, and I re-
spectfully suggest that other members who
desire to file a written statement be per-
mitted to do so and to file it just as though
he had made it orally.

Mr. McMiILLAN. Of course, everybody may
submit a statement, we will be glad to have
it, but we feel any man who introduces a bill
should be willing to come in and explain it.
I did not introduce a bill.

Mr. MuLTER. I understand. I do trust the
committee will take the view that when 26
Members of the House introduce an identi-
cal bill, if one or more come in here and
explain the bill and they explain in writing
or otherwise that they support that bill, that
would be a sufficient record.

I do not pretend to know all about home
rule or all about all the bills that have been
submitted, but I think it is high time, after
the other body has five times in the last 10
years passed a bill for home rule for the
District, it is high time this committee
report a bill to the House so that the House
can decide by vote if it wants home rule
for the District and to what extent.

Mr, McMiLrAN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Davis. Mr. McMILLAN,

Mr. McMiLraN. I do not know whether you
were here when we had the bill before the
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House and the House spent 2 whole days
on home rule?

Mr, MorTeR. I recall it, sir.

Mr. McMrmraN. And the bill was not
passed.

Mr. . I recall it, sir.

Mr. McMiLLaN. According to the radio and
television and the newspapers it would ap-
pear we have never had one before the
House.

Mr. MurTer. It has been 10 years since we
had one, and I think it is time the House
decide whether the people of the District are
entitled to the right of representation as well
as the burden of taxation. One goes with
the other, and without both we do not have
the democratic form of government—with a
small “d"—that we brag about to the free
world and that we like to talk about during
campalgn time, and that goes whether we be-
lieve in States’ rights or a central govern=-
ment. That is unimportant. Certainly all
should agree that everybody has a right to
vote and elect their representatives and their
representatives should have a right to par-
ticipate by voting on every piece of legislation
passed or considered which affects their
lives and their property and their rights.

I have introduced two bills. One bill,
H.R. 4630, is the bill which is preferred by
the administration. While I have disagreed
vigorously from time to time with the ad-
ministration on many problems—and prob-
ably will again many times before this ad-
ministration leaves office—this is one time I
am willing to go along with them again with
the idea in mind that this is half a loaf and
this half loaf is better than no loaf.

I will not take the time to discuss each of
the sections in that bill. I did place a de-
tailed analysis of the bill in the CoNGRES-
s1o0NAL REcORD during the course of a special
order I had on February 17. It appears at
page 2312 of the Recorp and subsequent
Ppages up to and including page 2317,

The other bill which I introduced, H.R.
B081, is the so-called Morse bill, and 1t is
quite like the one which the Senate has now
passed and sent to this body. I will not take
the time to analyze that bill either,

The first bill calls for elected local legis-
lators and an appointed Governor.

The second bill calls for an elected mayor
and city council and so forth.

Both bills present the primary issue—

Mr. Davis. Will you designate them by
number?

Mr. MuLTER., Yes, sir. The first bill is HR.
4630 and the second bill is HR, 8081,

Both bills present the first and primary
issue the Congress must determine, and that
is, Shall there be home rule?

Mr. Davis, I shall have to ask you to sus-
pend until we can have the noise stopped
outside,

(Brief suspension of the hearing.)

Mr. Davis. Some of the people who attend-
ed the hearing this morning seem to be de-
termined to make this the same kind of
situation which prevalled in Havana last
week. If we just had the beards and ma-
chetes we would have a pretty good duplica-
tion of it out in the hall this morning and
we apparently would be ready to begin the
distribution of land and other property.

We will proceed in an orderly way, and I
think you can proceed now, Mr. MULTER,

Mr. MurTeEr. Mr. Chairman, I think be-
fore we go much further I ought to direct
the attention of the committee to one of
the primary rights of citizens of our coun-
try. It starts with the Declaration of In-
dependence and it is written into our Con-
stitution with such bold letters and big type
that none can misunderstand it, and none
should ever forget it, and that is the in-
herent right of citizens of our country to
assemble publicly and to peaceably petition
their legislators and their Congress, and that
is what these people are trying to do who are
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in this room and out in the hall, and if
there is any disorder the committee must
bear the responsibility for it by not provid-
ing adeguate room for these people to come
in and quietly attend the hearing and hear
what is being sald.

Mr. Davis. Will you yield at that point?

Mr. MUuLTER. As soon as I finish this point.

I submit this hearing should be adjourned
to a larger room, if one is available, which I
am sure it is, so that we can all, citizens
outside, and citizens inside, listen quietly
and orderly and give them the orderly hear-
ing I am sure they all want.

I yield, sir.

Mr. Davis. Mr. MuLTer, as I stated in an-
swer to a question by our colleague, Mr.
WieRr, a moment ago, we have been able to
hear all the legislation that we have had
hearings on in this room. We are able to
hold these hearings here now and will hold
them here in an orderly fashion and will
hear everyone who desires to be heard on
this legislation.

This is a staged demonstration, as you
well know and as all of us well know, and
its purpose is not to present any facts to the
committee but to bring pressure on it. I do
not think it will succeed.

We will be glad to hear you and we will
be glad to hear every other interested per-
son.

You may proceed.

Mr. MuouvrTeER. Mr. Chairman and my dis-
tinguished colleagues on the committee, al-
though I did not participate in the prepara-
tion for this demonstration or in the march
on the Hill, I approve of it and I remind
you gentlemen that the Boston Tea Party
also was a staged demonstration, a demon-
stration against the King and his tyrannical
use of his powers. It did not have its effect.
It resulted in a war, a revolution, and the
birth of this country.

I am sure that no such demonstration will
ever agaln result in war in this country to
attain for the people the privileges and
rights that are guaranteed to them by the
Constitution, and I am sure the Congress
will eventually give them all the rights they
are guaranteed by our Constitution, includ-
ing the right to elect a voting Representa-
tive to the House of Representatives and to
elect their own local officials.

With respect to the specific question that
was tendered by Mr. McMittan of whether
or not home rule legislation would be con-
stitutional, may I suggest that in the same
article I, section 8, the Congress is given the
power to coin money and regulate the value
thereof, yet no one denies that the National
Bank Act and the Federal Reserve Act are
constitutional. They have been tested and
found constitutional and I have not heard
anybody in recent days argue against the
constitutionality of the National Bank Act
and the Federal Reserve Act. Both acts take
from the Congress, by the Congress's own
legislation, and give to the Comptroller of
the Currency and to national banks and to
Federal Reserve banks the right to do that
which is reserved to the Congress in this
same article, this same section, with refer-
ence to money.

How much more important is it that we
give personal rights—the right to vote, the
right of representation—to these people by
legislative enactment. We do it every time
we create a State. I know the answer will
be, “But look at the particular language of
section 8, clause 17.” I do look at it, but I
do not overlook when I get to the same ar-
ticle, same section, clause 18, the same Con-
stitution says, “The Congress shall have
power to make all laws which shall be neces-
sary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers, and all other powers
vested by this Constitution in the Govern-
ment of the United States, or in any depart-
ment or officer thereof.”
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I think that is the complete answer to any
argument that may be urged that home rule
legislation would be unconstitutional.

Mr. McMiLLAN. While you are on that sub-
Ject, were you in Congress when we had the
last hearings on this subject?

Mr. MvuLTER. I came here
Chairman.

Mr. McMiLaN. You were not a member of
this committee at that time?

Mr. MuLTER. No, sir; I was not.

Mr. McMILLAN, We had a statement from
the late John W. Davis, who I am sure you
will agree was one of the greatest consti-
tutional lawyers in the United States.

Mr. MULTER. One of the greatest.

Mr. McMinLan. He sent down a statement
to the committee stating we did not have
the right as Members of Congress to delegate
our authority in this respect.

Mr. Murter. I respect the opinion of the
late John W. Davis as a great constitutional
lawyer. Idisagreed with him in this instance,
as I have in other instances. Without go-
ing into the detalls, I recall distinctly one
caze that went to the Supreme Court in
which we were on opposite sides, The
Supreme Court unanimously agreed with me.
And I hope if the home rule bill goes before
the Supreme Court it will again agree with
me. I think the arguments for constitution-
ality of the home rule bill are of much
greater weight and have more validity than
the respected and respectable opinion of the
late John W. Davis.

Mr. BrovmILL, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. Yes.

Mr. BrovHILL. We appreciate your stating
your views. However, It seems our Found-
ing Fathers went to great lengths to make
sure Congress would exercise authority over
the District of Columblia, because they added
some words to emphasize that language that
would otherwise be superfluous. They said
Congress shall have power to exercise ex-
clusive legislation in all cases whatsoever.
The language without the words “exclusive”
and “whatsoever” would still make sense,
but they added the words “exclusive’” leg-
islation in all cases “‘whatsoever.” It seems
to me their intent was to exercise the au-
thority of Congress over the city.

There is and has been for several years a
resolution pending before the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to grant to the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia who are
American citizens the right to vote for Presi-
dent and Vice President.

To my knowledge no consideration has
been given by the Judiciary Committee to
that legislation. I have not heard of any
Member of Congress who objected to that
proposal to give the citizens of the District
of Columbia the right to vote for President
and Vice President, but there does not seem
to be the same desire to give them that
right—which seems to me to be more im-
portant than to give them the limited au-
thority involved here, And it will be limited
because whatever bill is passed there will be
the question of how much voice the local
people would have, but in voting for Presi-
dent and Vice President there would be no
question about it, and I am certain the
House would pass an amendment to give
these citizens of the District of Columbia
the right to vote for President and Vice
President, and it would go through,

I am wondering why the people interested
in this legislation do not start a discharge
petition to discharge the Judiciary Commit-
tee and bring that bill before the House?

What do you say about that?

Mr. MuLTER. I say let us not pass the buck,

Mr. BroyHILL, I am not passing the buck.

Mr. MovTer. I am willing to join with you
tomorrow in filing a petition to discharge
the Judiciary Committee from further con-
sideration of the bill to pass a constitutional
amendment to give the citizens of the Dis-
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trict of Columbia a right to vote for Presi=
dent and Vice President.

Mr. BROYHILL, Do you not think that is a
more important bill?

Mr. MurTER, I think it is a very important
bill and I am willing to join in filing a peti=
tion to discharge the Judlclary Committee,
but I think we should leave no stone un=
turned to give them both bills,

Mr. BroYHILL. You would eliminate the
constitutional gquestion by a constitutional
amendment to give them that right.

Mr, MurTER. I do not think you need a
constitutional amendment. I agree the
welght of authority is with you in saying
there is need for a constitutional amend-
ment, but I would risk passing a law and
giving the right to them and I would risk
what would happen in the U.S. Supreme
Court as to whether that bill is constitu-
tional or not.

Mr. BRoYHILL, I will not argue with you on
that.

Mr. MuLTER, I say let us do the two things.
Let us do the three things. Let us pass the
constitutional amendment, too. By the time
the constitutional amendment is adopted I
think the Supreme Court would have passed
on the constitutionality of the legislation.
I am willing to vote for the constitutional
amendment because it is one sure method to
give them the right to vote, but I would not
forgo the right of Congress to give it to
them without a constitutional amendment.

Mr. BRoYHILL. I am merely suggesting that
we eliminate the ambiguity. I do not think
that would be difficult if the Judiciary Coms=-
mittee would hold hearings on the legisla=
tion before it.

Mr. MuLTER. But this is before us now.

Mr. Davis. Mr. MuLTER, would you prefer
to finish your statement and then answer
questions?

Mr. MurTER. No; I think it is much better
that the questions be asked and the answers
given as the questions arise.

Mr. MAaTTHEWS. Mr. MULTER, will you yleld?

Mr. MULTER. Surely.

Mr. MarTEEWS. I want to express my sin-
cere regard for our colleague, who is a very
distinguished member of our committee and
who is always loyal to his interests.

I think I heard you say you would be in
favor of giving the District a voting Repre-
sentative in Congress, and if I heard you cor=
rectly, is it your idea that the next step
probably that would be undertaken would
be to make the District a State with two or
more U.S. Congressmen and two or more
U.8. Senators, and if that is granted I won=-
der what you think about giving them voting
Representatives in the Senate, too?

This is a great concern that I have. We
hear so much about taxation without repre-
sentation. If we grant some kind of home
rule would the next step be, “We are still
being taxed without representation,” and
what would be the position of the great city
of New York and the State of New York and
down the line? That is the question that
puzzles me.

Mr. MurTER. It gives me no trouble, BnLy,
and may I take a moment to say I appreciate
the compliment you pay me. It gives me no
trouble because I so frequently refer to the
history of the city of New York and State of
New York and what happened to my town
or city of New York, We did not always have
home rule there. We do not have complete
home rule yet but we have more than many
cities. We had to fight for it all the way and
today we have more than many other cities.

It does not bother me that you have a
bill—I do not think it is on the list but I
think our distinguished colleague from
Texas, Mr. Teacue, has introduced a bill
that is known as a nonsovereign State bill.

Mr. Davis. Do you have the number of
that bill?

Mr. MuoLTER. No, I do not, but the news-
papers referred to it. I do not know the
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number of it but that bill, I think, calls
for a voting Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives and two voting Members of the
U.S5. Senate. {

I do not go for half representation. I
say if a citizen is entitled to be represented
he is entitled to full representation. If he
is entitled to vote he is entitled to vote on
everything that concerns him., But I am
willing to take this step by step, and I
think the first step is to give him some home
rule, I do not know of any prohibition
against home rule up to 756 years ago. No
one tested its constitutionality. It was good
at that time. Why could not home rule be
good today?

I think the constitutional question is one
that should be resolved by the Supreme
Court if and when it is tested, but in the
meantime I think we should move forward
and give the taxpaying citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia of the United States of
America the right to vote for their local
officials and to govern themselves.

And that reminds me of this situation:

If what is said about home rule being
unconstitutional is true, and if this lan-
guage means precisely what it says, that
the Congress reserves to itself all the leg-
islative power concerning this District of
Columbia, then indeed our Founding Fath-
ers were very foolish and impractical, and
I disbelieve that because if that is so every-
thing that is done today by the Commis-
sioners is {llegal and unconstitutional. I
have not heard anyone say that. Every
time you give the Commissioners or the
Public Utilities Commission the right to
issue a rule or regulation, whether it in-
volves health or sanitation or transporta-
tion, that is legislation and a leglslative
power, and if the Congress did not have the
right to give that authorlty to the Commis-
sioners or to the Public Utilities Commis-
sion or any other District Commission, then
everything they have done is unconstitu-
tional and everyone who violated an ordi-
nance and paid a fine was fined illegally,
and I do not think that is so.

This 18 my position on these bills and I
hope very shortly you will go into executive
sesslon and bring forth a bill that can be
acted on promptly.

Mr, Davis. We appreciate your statement.

I want to ask you some questions about
some of the points you touched on.

Mr. MULTER. Surely.

Mr, Davis. I notice in House Resolution
320 that you are listed as one of the four
Representatives which that resolution pro-
vides for recognition by the Speaker to move
that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the consideration of H.R. 4630,
which is one of the bills you referred to in
your statement.

Mr. MuLTER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. You are familiar with House
Resolution 320?

Mr. MULTER, Yes, I am.

Mr. Davis, That resolution provides that
all points of order against the bill are waived
and it provides that general debate shall be
confined to the bill and continue not to ex-
ceed 1 hour to be equally divided and con-
trolled by you or whoever requested the rule
for consideration of H.R. 4630, and a Member
who is opposed to said bill to be designated
by the Speaker.

The resolution further provides that no
amendment shall be in order to the bill ex-
cept those offered by direction of the Mem-
ber requesting the rule, which could be you
or one of the three other Members named in
the resolution, and that amendments so
offered may be offered to any part of the bill
but shall not be subject to amendment.

That strikes me as being a very harsh
and stringent gag rule.
~ This bill, HR. 4630, is a bill which has 83
pages in it. This resolution also provides
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that it shall be considered as read when the
debate has been ended.

What is the reason for all these various
provisions?

Mr. MuLTER. All the reasons I have ever
heard urged since I have been a Member of
the House in support of closed rules can and
should be urged in support of that closed
rule. It is no different from any other closed
rule that has been reported by the Rules
Committee and adopted by the House, and
you know, I am sure, the House does not
have to adopt this closed rule.

Mr. Davis. It expresses your attitude?

Mr. MuLTER. That is right, because I think
a bill of this kind ought to be considered
just as we can consider bills out of the Ways
and Means Committee dealing with billions
of dollars under a closed rule without
amendment when there is much disagree-
ment. Surely we can consider a bill of this
kind under the same rule and determine
once and for all the issues it ralses in this
gesslon of Congress and that is, whether or
not home rule shall be given to the District
and whether or not they shall at least have
the right to experiment under home rule for
a while.,

Mr. Davis. How does the gentleman feel
that restricting these debates to 1 hour will
further the purpose of having home rule this
session? Does not the gentleman know that
1 day’s debate or 2 days' debate or any rea-
sonable time would not jeopardize the pas-
sage of the bill if the House wants to pass
it? I would like to know why you want to
restrict it to 30 minutes to those in favor
and 30 minutes to those opposed when you
cannot begin to touch the various provisions
in this 83-page bill in that length of time?

Mr. MurTER. May I be presumptuous
enough to suggest that the reason for the
limitation to 1 hour is that I do not think if
you talked about this bill for 10 days a single
vote would be changed.

Mr. Davis. Is that the gentleman’s attitude
about legislation generally?

Mr., MuLTER, No; it is not.

Mr. Davis. Why does the gentleman say it
about this bill?

Mr. MuLTER. Because on this particular bill
I think every Member of the House has made
up his mind whether he is for or against
home rule and will vote accordingly regard-
less of how much debate there is.

Mr. Davis. Would you say every Member of
the House is familiar with the provisions of
H.R. 46307

Mr. Murter. Just as he is not now, I
would say after 20 days' debate every Mem-
ber would not be familiar with every provi-
slon of the biil.

Mr. Davis. You do not think debate would
inform him as to the provisions?

Mr. MuLTER. Debate would inform those
willing to stay on the floor during general
debate.

Mr. Davis. The gentleman knows you have
a right to get them on the floor and keep
them there.

Mr. MuLTER. You cannot if there are 100
on the floor, and that is less than one-fourth
of the Members of the House.

Mr. Davis. I differ with the gentleman as
to the necessity to explain the provisions of
a bill.

Mr. MurTer. Before we leave the matter
of limitation of debate, I have learned the
hard way that all good legislation is the re-
sult of compromise, and I am willing to
compromise if you and others who feel
about it the way you do say 1 hour is not
enough. I am willing to agree with you on
how much time for debate there should be.

Mr. Davis. Let me get the gentleman's
idea on how much time he thinks would be
reasonable?

Mr. Murrer. I have said I do not think
any amount of debating——

Mr, Davis. You are a member of the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee, are you not?
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Mr. MurTer. Yes, sir; I am,

Mr. Davis. That committee reports out
many bills and the Rules Committee has al-
ways allowed reasonable time for debate on
bills out of that committee.

Mr, MurTeER. That is right.

Mr. Davis. You have referred to tax bills.
We all know the reason tax bills come be-
fore the House on a closed rule is that ex-
perience has demonstrated that is is almost
impossible to pass a tax bill unless it comes
up under a closed rule.

The gentleman referred to tax bills in-
volving billions of dollars. Appropriation
bills also involve billions of dollars and they
come up under a closed rule.

Mr. MuLTER. Sometimes they do.

Mr. Davis. Almost always, but you can
offer an amendment any time you want to
and get a hearing before the House, and
House Members are not prevented from of-
fering amendments and expressing them-
selves about such amendments as they may
offer, and certainly the appropriation bills I
do not think can be considered as of lesser
importance than the subject matter of this
legislation.

What do you say about that?

Mr. MuorTER. I say this committee is in
charge of that situation. Most of these
bills have been before this committee since
January, Most of them have been before
Congress every session for the last 10 years.
I am not accusing anyone of being dilatory,
but I am suggesting the answer to any dis-
charge petition is that the committee has
had ample time to report out a bill and
that the committee can be in control of the
kind of rule you wanted brought forth. It
is still within the power of this committee to
control that.

Mr. Davis, Is it your attitude, then, that
because the committee has not held hearings
on these bills up to this time, to eliminate
all the legislative processes and go ahead and
adopt these stringent provisions provided
for in this resolution which have already
been outlined here and assume that this bill,
H.R. 4630, is so perfect that no Member of
the House other than the four named in
House Resolution 320 would be capable of
offering an amendment to it that would im-
prove it?

Mr, Murter. I am sure I can talk for the
other three colleagues mentioned in that
resolution. None of us claim to know it
all, none of us is perfect, and none of us
claim we can bring out a perfect bill.

Mr. Davis. Why have you restricted it so
that the other 433 Members of the House
would have no opportunity to offer an
amendment or debate it?

Mr. Muvrter. Because the discharge peti-
tion and the closed rule is as much a part
of the legislative processes as the committee
system.

Mr. Davis, Why have you restricted it fur-
ther so that if one of these four Members
does offer an amendment that no Member
of the House will be permitted to amend
that amendment?

Mr, MovTeEr. The same principle applies
here regarding the offering of amendments
to amendments as to other bills.

Frankly, none of us at this time foresee
the necessity for amendments. However,
during the course of the debate things may
be suggested to improve the bill, and I am
sure my colleagues sponsoring this bill will
agree to any amendment that will improve
the bill.

Mr. Davis. But you would not agree that
any other Member who disagrees with the
propriety of any provision in this bill could
offer an amendment?

Mr. MuLTER. Most respectively I say to you
we had a choice, a hard choice. We could
have an open rule and permit amendments
until the end of the session of Congress—
whether dilatory or otherwise is unimpor=-
tant—but under an open rule it could go on
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until adjournment. Or if it is a closed rule
it must be a closed rule not in part but
completely, otherwlse those who want this
legislation will see it talked to death,

I say that to you most respectfully.

Mr. Davis. Again I disagree with the gen-
tleman most respectfully because I am con-
vinced under the rules of the House there
cannot be carried on any such dilatory tac-
tics as the gentleman has referred to. I
thoroughly disagree with the gentleman re-
garding the reason he gives for completely
eliminating the voice of the House in passing
on the provisions of the bill, which is what
this gag rule would do.

Mr. MorTer. If the majority of the House
disagrees with us the rule will never be
adopted. If it agrees with us it will be
adopted. That is the democratic way, again
with a small “d”.

Mr. Davis. I think the gentleman obviously
wants to be democratic, but if there has
ever been an autocratic gag rule presented
to the House in the history of this country,
this is it.

Mr. MuLTER. I urged the same arguments
when I was opposed to the gag rule on bills
I did not like.

Mr. Davis, Did the gentleman change his
opinion?

Mr. WiLLiams., Mr. Chairman, I think it
should be pointed out that there is a differ-
ence in the procedure followed by the Ways
and Means Committee in seeking these
closed rules and the very stringent procedure
that is being followed here; that is, that this
bill has never reached the stage of com-
mittee consideration.

The bills which come out of the Ways and
Means Committee have received careful
studious consideration by that committee
and must be recommended by that com-
mittee before the Rules Committee will even
give consideration to granting a rule. I
think there is quite a difference in the pro-
cedure. This is a bill that has been arbi-
trarily selected and as a bill which the pro-
ponents seek to push through the House
without giving the House an opportunity to
work its will on the legislation.

There is quite a bit of difference in the
procedure.

Mr. EEArNs. Mr. Chalrman.

Mr. Davis. Mr. KEARNS.

Mr. KEarNs. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
compliment my colleague. I think he is very
honest and sincere in his conviction, There
is also one thing very interesting about him.
He always has a very great sense of humor.

Mr. Murrer. Thank you, sir.

Mr. KearnNs. Especially when he sald he
thought every Member of the House had
their minds made up whether or not they
would uphold home rule.

I would like the record to show at least
some conscientious person living here in
Washington did not think so because my
telephone rang at 3:30 this morning and at
4:30 this morning asking me to vote for
home rule.

I had illness in the family back home so I
thought nothing of it and I answered the
phone.

There is one conviction I have and I am
very sure about it, that when George Wash-
ington stepped off this 10-mile square and
said, “This shall be the seat of the Federal
Government,” he never anticipated, neither
did we, that the bureaucracies of Government
would get to the numbers they are and peo-
ple would come here as they have, in droves.
I ghare the thinking of my colleague from
Virginia about their right to vote for Presi-
dent and Vice President, but in the years
that I have had the privilege of serving here
on the District Committee, I do not see
possibly how the Federal Government can
act, be effective in their designated dutles
being subjected to & municipally controlled
government.
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I mean it sincerely. Then, too, where are
you going to get the money to pay for this?
The first year you are going to be in the red.
The second year more in the red, the third
year more in the red, and coming to Congress
every year for money. You do not have the
taxable potential here to run as other munic-
ipalities do.

There are many things considered. My
goodness. You talk about the resolution
here. We should have as much debate and
read the bill on a subject like this as we
would on passing a labor bill here in the
Congress, To ever think of getting this
through, on that type of thing, my dear
friend, I don't think it is fair to the people.
I don’t think it is fair to the Congress,
and above all I don't think it is fair to our
concept of our form of Government.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MuLTER. Mr. Chairman, may I thank
Mr. Eearns for the remarks he made about
me and Indicate to him that I feel as
strongly as he does at the anoyance that
was tendered to him. I think it was delib-
erate annoyance and if they did that to me
as strongly as I feel about this bill, I might
change my vote. That might change my
vote faster than anything else. I think that
kind of annoyance and nuisance just cannot
be condoned. It is wrong.

‘With reference to the financial situation
the gentleman referred to, may I there
agaln eall upon my personal knowledge of
operations in the city of New York. We
have the second biggest budget in the coun-
try. There is no budget bigger than that of
the city of New York except that of the
U.S. Government.

But we do not hesitate to come to the
Congress, and our mayor comes down here
regularly asking the Congress to help us out
financially. And every other city does.
Every State does, too. The District of Colum-
bia will be no different then than it is now,

Mr. McMiLLAN. Has the city of New York
had any assistance to help operate the city
government from the Congress of the
United States?

Mr. MuLTeER. If we take “government” in
its all-inclusive fterm, which I am sure we
must, and that is the entire operation of
the city of New York, we get money for
the city of New York for housing, without
which we would have no public housing.
That comes from the Congress,

Mr. McMrrraw. I am talking about oper-
ating the city government. I want to get
some, too, if you can get some in New York.

Mr. MULTER. Our mayor and our city
council, elected by the people of the city
of New York, our board of estimate, elected
by the people of the city of New York, have
their salaries and expenses pald out of the
budget which is raised by taxation upon the
citizens of the city of New York, those re-
siding and working there.

That does not give us all the money we
need with which to operate.

Mr. McMiLraN, Since the gentleman lIs
one of the leaders in this proposed legisla-
tion, I wonder if he could tell the commit-
tee who he would provide or give permis-
slon to vote here in the District of Co-
lumbia.

It seems that we have so many categories
of people here as brought out in the last
hearings who would not be permitted to
vote in the District, I wondered who you
would permit to vote.

Mr. MurTER. I would permit to vote in the
District any person who has a bona fide legal
residence in the District and has had it and
maintained it at least 1 year prior to the elec-
tion in which he participates.

Mr, McMirraw. That would exclude Gov-
ernment employees?

Mr, MuLTER. Those Government employees
are voting back home now. A Government
employee comes down here from back home
and lives in a house and he registers from the
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last place he voted. He takes a Government
job and he can vote forever and & day from
that residence even though the house is torn
down.

It is still his bona fide residence accord=
ing to the law.

Mr. McMmraN. There are 2,500 people
working here on Capitol Hill. Would they be
permitted to vote?

Mr. MuLTeR. If they give up their legal resi-
dence back in their home State and establish
a bona fide residence here and maintain it
at least 1 year prior to election, they should
have a right to vote.

Every citizen of the United States should
have the right to vote once in a general elec-
tion but not in two different places, in one
place only.

Mr. McMrmuLAN. How about Navy person-
nel? Would they be permitted to vote here?

Mr. MuLTER. They vote from their bona fide
legal residence at home.

Mr. McMiLLaN. Who would vote in the Dis-
trict?

Mr. MurTer. They would not vote in the
District unless they changed their legal resi-
dence.

Every man has that right. If I did it and
moved out of the State I would lose my seat
in Congress. That is not a right, but a privi-
lege. If I want to give up that privilege by
moving out of my home State, that is my
business.

I can move anywhere within the Btate
and still retain my right to vote within that
State.

Mr. McMimraw, We all know that. The
record should show who shall be eligible to
vote in the District of Columbila should this
bill become & law.

Mr. Davis. Can the gentleman tell us what
percentage of the residents of the District of
Columbia would be excluded from voting
under his bill by reason of the fact that they
maintain a legal voting residence in some
other State?

Mr. MurTeR. I have no such statistic, sir.
I am sorry I cannot give it to you. I don't
know if anbody has that statistic.

Mr. Davis. That would be quite a substan=
tial number, would it not?

Mr. MurTER. I would not even try to guess,
sir. I don't know. I have never seen any
figure that attempted to give it to us. I
do know that most Government employees
have been moving out of the Distriet and
lving in Maryland, nearby Maryland, nearby
Virginia, But how many still live in the
District, I have no idea.

Mr. Davis, The gentleman, I believe, stated
in his initial statement that every person
was entitled to have the right to vote for
representatives.

Did I understand you correctly?

Mr. MuLTer. I did say that although that
is not in any of the bills that are before
you.

Mr. Davis. Why, then, especially in view of
your feeling, is that not included in HR.
4630 and these other bills?

Mr. MuLTER. We are trying to get as much
support for a bill as possible. We tried to
bring forth the least controversial bill and
that is why the resolution, H, J. Res. 320,
refers to H.R. 4630, which is the so-called
administration bill. Frankly, I think if we
took the other bill which was passed by the
Senate the Republicans in the House would
probably not support us. They will sup-
port the President's bill, the administra-
tion'"s recommendation and that is the bill
which I put in under H.R. 4630. This is one
instance where I think we need all the bi-
partisan support we can get. I am willing
to compromise and give up the Morse bill
for the administration bill for the Republi=
can support.

Mr. Davis. I have read some of the pro-
visions of H.R, 4630, not all of them as yet,
although I intend to, but I notice that this
bill provides for a Governor and a Secretary.
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I notice also that although the gentleman
has expressed himself very sincerely and
earnestly as being in favor of giving the peo-
ple of the District the right to vote and self
government that this bill does not give
them the right to vote for the Governor and
the Secretary the highest two offices in the
bill.

It provides that those officers shall be ap-
pointed by the President and also provides
that they can be removed by the President
at his pleasure.

Mr. MuLTeEr. That is right.

Mr. Davis. Why does the gentleman wish
to prevent the people of the District from
voting for those two high officers and yet
have the right to vote for certain others?

Mr. Murter, I think you put it uninten-
tionally in reverse, Mr. Chairman. I do not
want to prevent them from doing that,

Mr, Davis. Your bill does that.

Mr. MuLTER. The bill does not give them
that privilege. I hope some day we will get
a law that will give it to them but this is,
I think, as far as we can go at this time.

Mr. Davis. Isn't that one of the most im-
portant things you could give them?

Mr. MurTter. It is a very important thing,
but it is not the most important thing. In
order to get a bill past a Presidential veto
I am willing to go along with the President
in this instance and let him have the ap-
pointive power and hope in 1961 we can
change it and have a President who will go
along with elective power and give up his
own appointive power.

As of today I do not think we can get the
President to go along with a bill that will
permit us to elect the Governor or the
mayor, as the case may be. He will go along
with a bill which will call for an appoint-
ment by himself or by his successor.

Mr. Davis. I have noticed that many peo-
ple threatened the Congress in recent days
and weeks with a possible veto by the Presi-
dent.

I am glad to have your voice added to the
list.

Mr. MurTER. Many a time, and the hous-
ing bill is one time, when I said, “Let’s over-
ride the President's veto and let's send him
a bill whether he likes it or not, which we
think is a good bill,” but there there is a
difference of opinion as to the contents of
the bill, as to whether it is inflationary or
less inflationary than that which he wants.

Mr. Davis. Are there any further ques-
tions?

Mr. BroYHILL. One more question, Mr,
Chairman.

Mr. Davis, Mr. BroyHILt. I would like to
compliment the gentleman for a very fine
statement, particularly for his excellent
sense of humor.

Mr. MurTeER. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BrovYHILL. As the gentleman knows,
when the Federal city was lald out, 100
square miles, & 10-mile square, in 1847 the
portion west of the Potomac was ceded back
to the State of Virginia, 66 square miles.
Has the gentleman ever given consideration
to the desirability of ceding a large portion
of that part that was contributed by Mary-
land back to the State of Maryland and let
the residential areas and a large portion of
the business areas be part of the State of
Maryland and then reduce the size of this
Federal city?

It was done once before. I wondered if
we might cut down some more of it.

Mr. MuLTER. Under our system of govern=
ment you cannot force a gift upon people,
and I do not think Maryland would accept
the gift. I do not think Maryland would
accept the cession.

Mr. MaTTHEWS. If you will yield.

Mr. BroYHILL. Yes.

Mr. MatrTHEWS. I believe all of our col-
leagues from Maryland have introduced
home rule Ilegislation. I believe I am
correct.
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I know they are sincerely anxious to give
our people voting rights such as people in
the State have. I am not so sure of that.
I wonder, with their enthusiasm and their
active cooperation, if maybe the State of
Maryland would not be glad to have the
opportunity of gaining so many fine citizens
from here in the District of Columbia. I
am really serious about that. We were talk-
ing a while ago about everybody having dif-
ferent ideas about home rule. I want to say
to my colleague I have talked to many Mem-
bers of the House who say they are in favor
of some home rule and actually at least
four or five Congressmen have suggested that
that fundamental idea is right. I know it
is difficult. I know it can't be worked out
easily, but they said, “It would get rid of
all my objections if we could tie in the
District with Maryland.” I do not think
that is a facetious suggestion. I want to
emphasize it. Many a Congressman has
spoken to me about it.

Mr. BroyHiLL. I want the record to show
that over a hundred years ago Virginia did
its share and its part.

Mr. Davis. I would like to ask the gentle-
man, what is the reasoning behind the pro-
visions in this bill, HR. 4630, which do not
or would not give any representation what-
ever in the Senate to residents of the Dis-
trict?

Mr. MULTER. Again, we have tried to follow
tradition and what we think will gather the
greatest number of votes, the most support.

Mr, Davis. What objection do you see in
the residents of the District having repre-
sentation in the Senate?

Mr. MuLTER. I see none, but I do not think
we can get that kind of a bill through today.
I think what we have to do is first give them
territorial status, representation as Alaska
and Hawaii had before they had statehood, a
nonvoting delegate, the same as Puerto Rico
has, a nonvoting commissioner, giving them
a nonvoting Representative in the House first
and eventually give that Representative the
right to vote.

Mr. Davis. Eventually give them statehood.

Mr. MuLTER. Whether statehood or not, or
simply a right to participate in the right of
the Government of the Nation I think is
unimportant. I respect all of those who so
sincerely urge the States rights theories. I
am not a States righter. I think this Gov-
ernment and this Nation of ours can grow
and prosper and continue to be the greatest
country on God's earth without individual
States reserving to themselves all the powers
they demand. I think today, with com-
munications what they are, with transporta-
tion as fast as it is, when you can get in
a matter of hours from one part of the world
to the other—not the country, the world—
that you do not need this decentralization of
Government to the States that we did need
many years ago so that whether the District
of Columbia has a representative form of
self-government is not the test. Every citi-
zen has a right to vote for President and to
vote for a Representative in the House of
Representatives, and two Senators in the
U.S. Senate. I think those are things that
they are entitled to. I do not think the
Congress is ready to glve them to them at
this time, Eventually I hope Congress will
see fit to do that. I think this bill is as
far as we can get a majority of the House to
go at this time. The Senate has already
indicated they will do this. This is as far,
I think, as we can go today, to get a bill to
the President which he will sign.

Mr, MarTHEWS. I do not want to belabor
that point, Mr., Chairman, but the gentle-
men in the other body are so anxious to have
us adopt it I wonder why they are opposed
to a delegate.

Mr. MuLTER. I have said to those who dis-
cussed it with me over there, “We will get
two Representatives in your body there some
day from the District of Columbia.”
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Mr. Davis. Of course, all this legislation
ought to be aimed toward fairness and jus-
tice and toward securing the appropriate
volee in the Government. I presume that
is what is behind it.

The gentleman has just stated he does
not see too much need for continuance of
States rights. I belleve that was the sub-
stance of what was just said. If I have mis-
quoted you, I wish you would correct me,
but if State lines and State functlons are
to be eliminated, it would seem to me that
that is all the more reason why the citizen
should have a stronger voice in the Federal
Government, in the concentrated Govern-
ment here in Washington.

If they are not to have States rights, not
to have the rights of a citizen of a State,
then if their status is to be changed, they
ought to be given as strong a voice as pos-
sible in the operation of the Federal Govern-
ment and if you deny them representation in
the Senate, you are just giving them what
might be called second-class citizenship. Is
that not right?

Mr. Murrer. There is substance of what
the gentleman says but I say if we cannot
give them all the gentleman suggests we
have, let's give them part of it now. I will
join the gentleman in giving them the rest
of it. I will join the gentleman and any-
body else in this House or in the Senate to
give them all the complete representation
and rights that they should have, including
the right to elect a voting Representative to
the House, and two voting Senators in the
U.S. Senate and to vote for the President
and the Vice President. I will go along with
anybody who will go all the way and I will
also go part of the way part of the time
until we can get part of it and gradually
move along.

Mr. Davis. Inasmuch as the gentleman is
the present witness before the subcommittee
I just want to get all these matters stated
as clearly as possible.

Are there further questions?

Mr. Wmriams, Mr. Chairman, I think it
might be well for Mr. MuLTER to describe to
the committee the means by which the Fed-
eral contribution to the Distriet govern-
ment will be determined, if any, and why
there should be a Federal contribution if we
are to grant autonomy to the city itself, any
contribution other than a payment in lieu
of taxes on the same formula as payments
are made in the States.

Mr, Murter. I think a complete answer
would be that if you can set up a local home
rule government here and you enact legisla-
tion which will require the Federal Govern-
ment to pay to the local government a sum
each year in lieu of taxes upon the full ap-
praised or assessed value of all of the opera=-
tlons of the U.S. Government in the Dis-
trict, they will have more money than they
will need and they will be able to make a
contribution back to the U.8. Government.
That, of course, is a falr way of handling the
situation.

Mr, WiLLiams. You are referring to a pay-
ment on property owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment?

Mr, MurTER. Yes, sir,

Mr. WirLiams. What are you going to do
about parks and playgrounds owned by the
Federal Government, deed them to the city?

Mr. MurTErR. Do you think we in the Con-
gress ought to exercise jurisdiction over
them, operate and maintain them?

Mr. Wnotams, Quite obviously I do not,
but we are doing it at the present time. Do
you feel those should be deeded to the city
so that they would relleve the Federal Gov-
ernment from paying in lieu of taxes?

Mr, MuLTeER. Yes, but rellieve the Federal
Government of its obligation to support
them, no, because most of the people who
use those recreational facilities in and
around the District of Columbia are the
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tourists, American citizens who come to
their Capital from all over the country.

Mr. Wirriams, Those tourists bring money
into the Capital, don’t they?

Mr. MuLTER. That is right.

Mr, Wirriams. There is not a eclty in the
United States who would not be tickled pink
to have these facllitles provided for their
city by the Federal Government and let them
enjoy the benefits of it, is there?

Mr. MurTeEr. I am not so sure about that.
It is an economic situation you cannot argue
intelligently about unless you have the exact
figures and know precisely what we are talk-
ing about. I think we can generalize about
it, but it will get us nowhere., The fact is
even if we give home rule to the District, the
U.8. Government must, in my opinion, con-
tinue to make a fair contribution to the
maintenance of those facilities in and
around the District of Columbia that are
used by all of the American citizens.

Mr., Wintiams, Isn't that going quite a bit
further than the Federal Government does
with respect to other cities?

Mr. MuLTeEr. What do we do with our na-
tional parks outside the District.

Mr. WiLtiams. I am not referring to na-
tional parks.

Mr. Murter. Don't you think the recrea-
tional facilities of parks in the District of
Columbia are national parks?

Mr. WinLiams. Let's stick to this situation
for a minute. You mentioned facilities.
Isn't it your purpose to put the city of
Washington on exactly the same footing in-
sofar as possible as Eansas City, New York
City, Chicago, or other cities and munici-
palities?

Mr. MuLTER. I cannot say that I can’t say
that any bill goes that far. I do not think
you can ever go all the way in the District
of Columbia as long as this is the capital of
the country.

Mr. Wirrams, That is the very point.
That is the very reason.

Mr. MurTER. I do mot think we ought to
confuse the issue.

Mr, WirLiams, It is the reason the fathers
gave for setting this aside as a separate
district.

It gave Congress exclusive control over it.

Mr. MurTER. They didn't see at that time
a country stretching from the Atlantic to
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the Pacific and from the Rio Grande to
Canada and they did not foresee all of the
difficulties and problems we have today. I
am sure one thing they did foresee is that
no American citizen ghould ever be deprived
of his right to participate in his own gov-
ernment. I think that is what we should
concentrate on here in this bill. We will
worry about the financial situations and the
financial problems a little later.

Let's give these people their basle, funda-
mental right to govern themselves.

Mr. Winniams., You think this bill does it
even though it does not give them a voice
in the Senate nor does it give them a vote
in the House?

Mr. MurTeR. It gives them only a part of
what they are entitled to.

Mr. Davis. Are there further questions?

Mr. Multer, you still insist that all of the
provisions of House Resolution 320 remain
in that resolution?

Mr. MurTeErR. I am willing to discuss with
those who are of a mind to compromise, a
compromise resolution in exchange for sup-
port for the bill or the resolution.

Mr. Davis. What is your position on those
things that I asked you about?

Mr. MurTER. As of now, sir, I favor that
resolution but my mind is never closed to
improvements or amendments that may get
additional support for it.

Mr. Davis. What would be the method of
changing the provisions of this resolution?
Has the gentleman studied that any?

Mr. MuLTeR., First, I think we would have
to determine what support we can gain for
what amendment, I mean this would have
to be a matter of sitting down around the
conference table and a matter of give and
take.

I think it can be worked out. If there is
a will to bring a bill to the House and get
it enacted, I think we can work out a method
of doing that.

Mr. Davis. You won't know whether there
is a will to do that or not, will you, until
the House votes on this resolution?

Mr. MuLTteEr. We can try to improve it in
advance. I think we have a pretty good idea
of who is opposed to the resolution, who is
opposed to the bill, and if any of those Mem-
bers are willing to give up some of their
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opposition in exchange for an amendment,
either to the rule or to the bill, I think all
of the sponsors of this legislation, includ-
ing those representing the people in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, I am sure, will be happy
to appoint a committee and sit down and
discuss with the opponents of the measure
how it can be improved so as to eliminate
their opposition.

Mr. Davis, Does the gentleman have any
move in mind of bringing about such a con-
ference?

Mr. MurTER. Frankly, I did not.

Mr. Davis. Or such a discussion?

Mr. MuLTER. No. I have nothing in mind,
because until this morning I had no idea
there was any will to compromise or any
desire to compromise on the part of the
opponents of the measure. If there is such
a desire and such a will, we would be very
happy to sit down and discuss it.

Mr, Davis, But as of now the gentleman
does not have any such move in mind?

Mr. MuLTER., No.

May I make one more very frank state-
ment about this entire matter, and please
believe that I do not intend to offend any-
body.

Starting again in my home district, where
many people say I come from a one-party
district, where in the last election I got some
78 percent of the vote, I might just as well
resign or never run again If I voted against
a home-rule measure such as these that are
before this committee.

I appreclate that many Members in this
House and on this committee are in the op-
posite position, where, if they voted for a
home-rule measure, they might just as well
resign or not run again. Those are the po-
litical facts of life. There isn't much we
can do about it, except I think we all, as good
American citizens, ought to combine and
concentrate our efforts toward bringing
something before the House and let the
House work its will; and when the majority
has spoken. we bow in humility and say,
“This is it; maybe we will be the majorlity
next time.”

Mr. Davis, Well, thank you very much, Mr,
MULTER.

Mr. MurTer. Thank you, gentlemen, for
listening to me.

SENATE

TrURSDAY, Avcust 27, 1959

(Legislative day of Wednesday, August
26, 1959)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

This day, O Master, let us walk with
Thee. Teach us Thy patience. Help us
to learn more and more to live by the
faith that life’s true values are spiritual
and are expressed in our daily contacts
by character and ess, cheerfulness,
humility, and compassion, and that the
chief issues we face lie deeper far than
human praise or blame, and have to do
with life’s meaning and purpose and
ultimate goals.

In spite of the tangle and darkness of
the world we would serve and all our own
secret sorrows and disappointments and
defeats, steel our hearts to keep the faith
that Thy will for all mankind is coming
at last to its coronation, for Thine is the

kingdom and the power and the glory.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, August 26, 1959, was dispensed with,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Ratchford, one of
his secretaries.

REPORT ON U.S. PARTICIPATION IN
INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC EN-
ERGY AGENCY—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate a message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which, with
the accompanying report, was referred
to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

(For text of President’s message, see
House proceedings for today.)

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee was authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Passport Reorganization of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations was
authorized to sit during the session of
the Senate today.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there may
be the usual morning hour, for the intro-
duction of bills and the transaction of
other routine business, subject to a 3-
minute limitation on statements.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
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